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Abstract 
This study addresses a social capital literature that has mostly targeted a White majority 
population in the United States.  Hispanic audiences, especially new immigrant populations, 
have not been primary survey respondents in most studies.  Information about the social 
connectedness of minorities has come from secondary sources.  The goal of this study was to 
understand to what extent Hispanic, compared to Anglo, families in rural Kansas experienced 
different levels of social capital in terms of social connectedness and community involvement.  
This study was done in English and Spanish in order to reach the under-represented population.   
According to political scientist, Robert Putnam (2000), it is through experiences of face-
to-face interaction with those from different backgrounds that people learn to trust each other.  
Connections create networks that allow social trust to spread throughout society.  At the 
individual level, there has been strong, consistent evidence that social connectedness has positive 
consequences.  Individuals have the capacity and the choice to build their social connectedness 
and community engagement.  Then those assets can be shared with the collective; be it family, 
organization, community, state, or country.  When individuals have access to networks of 
supportive and accepting associates, it can generate an array of personal and societal benefits that 
include preventing or overcoming illness, preventing crime, mitigating poverty, addressing racial 
inequalities, supporting child development, improving health, and addressing other social ills.  
When one builds a stock of personal relationships and other social connections from which he or 
she can call upon in times of need, it is called social capital. 
This study, in part, assessed social connectedness and community engagement of people 
in Southwest County, a rural location in Southwest Kansas which has a 30% Hispanic 
population.  Surveys were sent to selected households in English and Spanish, and two small 
focus groups were conducted in the two languages.  Statistical analyses indicated support for the 
hypotheses when the independent variables gender, age, race/ethnicity, education, income, and 
community longevity were analyzed with dependent variables made up of scaled items to 
measure social connectedness and community engagement.  Race/ethnicity, education, and 
income appeared to be the strongest predictors of social connectedness and community 
engagement.  Implications of the results are discussed. 
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Abstract 
This study addresses a social capital literature that has mostly targeted a White majority 
population in the United States.  Hispanic audiences, especially new immigrant populations, 
have not been primary survey respondents in most studies.  Information about the social 
connectedness of minorities has come from secondary sources.  The goal of this study was to 
understand to what extent Hispanic, compared to Anglo, families in rural Kansas experienced 
different levels of social capital in terms of social connectedness and community involvement.  
This study was done in English and Spanish in order to reach the under-represented population.   
According to political scientist, Robert Putnam (2000), it is through experiences of face-
to-face interaction with those from different backgrounds that people learn to trust each other.  
Connections create networks that allow social trust to spread throughout society.  At the 
individual level, there has been strong, consistent evidence that social connectedness has positive 
consequences.  Individuals have the capacity and the choice to build their social connectedness 
and community engagement.  Then those assets can be shared with the collective; be it family, 
organization, community, state, or country.  When individuals have access to networks of 
supportive and accepting associates, it can generate an array of personal and societal benefits that 
include preventing or overcoming illness, preventing crime, mitigating poverty, addressing racial 
inequalities, supporting child development, improving health, and addressing other social ills.  
When one builds a stock of personal relationships and other social connections from which he or 
she can call upon in times of need, it is called social capital. 
This study, in part, assessed social connectedness and community engagement of people 
in Southwest County, a rural location in Southwest Kansas which has a 30% Hispanic 
population.  Surveys were sent to selected households in English and Spanish, and two small 
focus groups were conducted in the two languages.  Statistical analyses indicated support for the 
hypotheses when the independent variables gender, age, race/ethnicity, education, income, and 
community longevity were analyzed with dependent variables made up of scaled items to 
measure social connectedness and community engagement.  Race/ethnicity, education, and 
income appeared to be the strongest predictors of social connectedness and community 
engagement.  Implications of the results are discussed. 
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Preface 
I became interested in Mexican immigrant populations after working with them in adult 
education settings and after two study trips to Mexico.  Though I have done other informal 
studies, specifically, in the Garden City, Kansas populations, this is my first official study.  In 
part, I suppose, I can identify with some of the immigrant experience, although I am not an 
immigrant, and I do not come from immigrants.  I am American Indian (San Juan Pueblo/ 
Navajo).  The connection is that Mexico was “conquered” by Spain much the same way my own 
ancestors were chased from their adobe houses in the 1500s by the people of that country.  Later 
the U.S. governments gave our lands to settlers and displaced us to reservations.  We still see 
similar injustices today.  However, I believe that when people get to know and understand one 
another, the lines of what separate us blur tremendously.  Friendships of respect can go beyond 
skin color, political beliefs, religion, and other creeds. The key is to build relationships with 
people who are not always similar to us.  There is much richness to be gained when we have 
friends who have different experiences from our own.  We can learn from one another.  My 
intent is that this work will contribute to a literature of social connectedness and community 
engagement.  Hopefully, this contribution will lend to understanding about and will build bridges 
with those not from the dominant U. S. culture.  
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Chapter 1 – Social Capital in Rural Communities 
 Statement of Problem 
According to political scientist, Robert Putnam (2000a), it is through experiences of face-
to-face interaction with those from different backgrounds that people learn to trust each other.  
Connections create networks that allow social trust to spread throughout society.  At the 
individual level, there is strong, consistent evidence that social connections have positive 
consequences (McKenzie, Whitley, & Weich, 2002).  Individuals have the capacity and the 
choice to build their social connections and engage in community.  Then those assets can shared 
with a collective; be it family, community, organization, state, or country.  When individuals 
have access to networks of supportive and accepting associates, that can generate an array of 
benefits including preventing or overcoming illnesses (Easterling, Foy, Fothergill, Leonard, & 
Holtgrave, 2007), preventing crime (Rosenfeld, Messner, & Baumer, 2001), mitigating poverty 
(McBride, Sherraden, & Pritzker, 2006), addressing racial inequalities (Cheong, Edwards, 
Goulbourne, & Solomos, 2007; Hero, 2007), child development (Kiwachi, Kennedy, Lochner, & 
Prothrow-Stith, 1997), better health outcomes (McKenzie et al., 2002), and addressing other 
social ills (Field, 2003).  When one builds a stock of personal relationships and other social 
connections from which he or she can call upon in times of need, it is called social capital (de 
Toqueville, 1832; Bourdieu, 1990; Coleman, 1994; Putnam, 1993, 1995, 2000a).  There 
continues to be an array of definitions to describe or explain the concept of social capital. 
Easterling et al. (2007) noted that nearly all the definitions include some idea of social 
connectedness and community engagement.  Communities with stronger connections, more 
trusting relationships, and more bridging across differences tend to be better places in which to 
live in terms of well-being, which contribute to thriving individuals and families.   
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 Social Capital: Theoretical Framework 
The concept of social capital has existed long before anyone gave it its popular and 
contemporary name.  The constructs were borrowed from sociology (Granovetter, 1973) and 
political science (Putnam, 2000a). The theoretical constructs included emotional support, social 
benefits, adherence to social controls, trust, diverse networks, network size, and demographic 
diversity.   Putnam (2000a) focused his research on social capital at the community level.  
Coleman (1988) and Bourdieu (1990) wrote about social capital at the individual level.  
Researchers have analyzed social capital at the individual, group, organizational, and community 
levels.  I prefer to study social capital at the individual level and then analyze how individuals 
transfer their social capital attributes to the community.  Edward Glaeser (2001) said studying 
social capital at the individual helps us to understand its formation and how it contributes to the 
collective.  The scopes and assumptions of social capital can be seen in the features of networks, 
lateral associations varying in density and size occurring among individuals and groups; 
reciprocity, expectation that kindness and service will be returned; trust, willingness to take 
initiative or risk in a social context based on assumption that others will respond in kind; social 
norms, those written and unwritten rules that direct behavior and social interaction; and personal 
and collective efficacy, active and willing engagement of a community‟s residents in processes 
that make a town a good place to live (Bourdieu, 1990; Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000a, 2000b).  
Woolcock (1998) summed up social capital by saying that it encompasses the norms and 
networks facilitating collective actions for mutual benefit.  Figure 1.1 illustrates a schematic of 
social capital theory based on literature and personal observation.  Social capital begins with the 
individual.  If that individual possesses respectful relationships, trusts others, and participates in 
the life of the community, then those possessions are passed along to the community.  A 
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community with well-connected residents is characterized by generalized norms and trust, people 
who practice civic responsibility, and demonstrate collective action for the good of the 
community. 
 Figure 1.1 Social Capital Theory Schematic 
 
 
= 
 
 
 
Social capital studies centered on families come from James Coleman (1988, 1994).   He 
suggested that social capital is a type of family resource especially important in aspects of child 
well-being.  Coleman (1998, p. S110) said a families‟ wealth in social capital can help overcome 
the effects of adversity or ameliorate income inequality.  Amanda M. McBride and her research 
team looked at social capital among low-income and low-wealth families (McBride et al., 2006). 
They noted that a family‟s varying types of community involvement are a means for developing 
skills and capacity for “increasing tolerance among people, building society, supporting 
collective action for greater well-being, and strengthening autonomy” (p. 152).  They also noted 
that the lower the families‟ income, the less involved they were both socially and civically 
(McBride et al., 2006).  Isolation tends to contribute to a downward spiral in well-being, which 
can be difficult to reverse for individuals and families (Payne, 2001).   Putnam (2000) regarded 
one‟s associations (connections) as the prime sources of social trust and horizontal 
(bridging/inter-connectedness) social networks, which also contributed to the building of 
community engagement.  He regarded the structures of human associations as the most 
Individual 
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important; however, the connections needed to be horizontal rather than vertical.  Those daily 
face-to-face interactions must be able to transcend sub-cultural barriers, whether they are 
cultures of economics, ethnicities, political ideologies, social groups, or other sub-group cultures 
that exist within societies.   Inter-connected (between groups or individuals) relationships were 
thought to be horizontal, also called bridging, social networks (Putnam, 1993).  Putnam 
emphasized inter-connectedness, between or horizontal, more than intra-connectedness (within), 
which he called, vertical, also called bonding, associations.  The lack of social inter-
connectedness could contribute to unemployment, poor education, and poor health, which also 
could be a factor in the repeated cycle of poverty for families and individuals, according to 
poverty researcher, Ruby Payne (2001).  Those repeated cycles of isolation and poverty continue 
to be observed in newly growing Latino populations in the United States (Flores, 2006).  
 Recent immigrant Hispanic populations, of the past 10 years, have been especially 
vulnerable to lacking those important inter-connected (horizontal) networks as they struggle with 
language barriers, acculturation, and income challenges (Parra-Cardona, Bulock, Imig, 
Villarruel, & Gold,  2006).  Many of the rural-bound are Mexican and other Latino immigrants 
(Allensworth & Rochín, 1996).  There is an idea that Latinos do not benefit from social capital 
studies and that they will always come out on the bottom when compared to White populations 
since being “minority” is only part of the barriers that contribute to gaining access to health, 
wealth, prestige, or to other types of well-being, considered by the dominate populations as 
measures of success (Hero, 2007).  Rodney Hero (2007) said that Hispanics do not measure up to 
Anglo populations in terms of social capital outcomes because survey instruments do not 
measure specific types of social connections especially important to a culture building new 
family living places, or establishing new homes in new lands.  He added that survey instruments 
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and sampling methods also exclude Hispanic populations when surveys are only in English.  A 
2007 study undertaken by Johns Hopkins University Bloomberg School of Public Health and 
Wake Forest University School of Medicine did not reach much of Garden City‟s 48% Hispanic 
population. The telephone surveys reached 350 people, with land-line telephone service, with a 
questionnaire offered in English only (Easterling, et al., 2007).   Five target communities, 
Abilene, Garden City, Junction City, Wichita, and Kansas City, were selected for the study by 
Kansas Health Institute and Kansas Health Foundation, which also commissioned and funded the 
research (Easterling et al., 2007).  The qualitative part of the study in Garden City reached 13 
people who were community leaders or agency heads.  In the final report, Garden City, a 
heterogeneous community, was listed as having the lowest social capital scores, and Abilene, a 
homogenous community, scored the highest in terms of social capital indicators (social trust, 
conventional politics, civic leadership, giving, volunteering, and faith-based engagement) for 
Kansas.  Abilene could not be scored on interracial-trust, because the survey sample was too 
small from which to determine an outcome (Easterling et al., 2007).  Harvard professor Edward 
Glaeser (2001) proposed that the negative effects of heterogeneity in a community suggest that 
homogeneous communities may have some advantages.  Hero (2007) thought the disadvantage 
surfaced because of biased research instruments which left out certain elements of social 
interactions in minority populations.  Rural counties, like those found in Southwest Kansas, 
continue to experience growth in terms of Hispanic immigrant populations coming to find better 
lives for their families (Donald Stull, personal communication, February 28, 2011).   
 Characteristics of Hispanic Immigrants 
Scholars have focused on the increase of Latinos in rural communities.  The changing 
demographics are a result of immigration related to the availability of low-skill jobs in 
6 
 
agriculture and lack of economic opportunity in Mexico and Central America.  Many Hispanic 
immigrants have reported that they come for a better way of life for their families.  “We want our 
children to have access to the education that we [parents] did not have in our country” (Bertha 
Mendoza, personal communication, May 5, 2010).  Literature exploring social connections 
among immigrant communities, particularly Hispanics, is growing (Flores, 2006).  Migrating to 
the U.S., for Mexicans, is financially and personally costly and risky.   
Dr. Nelly Salgado de Snyder (personal communication, February 11, 2007) is Director of 
Community Health and Social Welfare of the Center for Health Systems Research of the 
Mexican National Institute of Public Health.  Salgado de Snyder‟s work has focused on the 
psychosocial and cultural factors that affect the quality of life, physical and mental health of 
Mexican-origin groups in the United States: immigrants and later generation Mexican 
Americans; wives and children left behind in Mexican rural villages, and return migrants. 
Historically, there has been a push-pull factor influencing the decision to emigrate (leave 
country, move, or live elsewhere) to the U.S. and then return to Mexico only to repeat the 
process several times. The sending country pushes their residents out to find work and generate 
income.  The receiving country pulls workers from poor countries to fill low-skill, low-wage 
jobs.   According to Salgado de Snyder (personal communication, February 11, 2007), the United 
States depends on human capital (laborers) from Mexico, and Mexico depends on the 
remittances that workers send to their families, which is about 10 % of annual wages.  Mexico 
ranks number 3 to China and India as receptors for remittances from the United States 
(Strayhorn, 2006).  Salgado de Snyder‟s (personal communication, February 11, 2007) study 
showed that Mexican immigrant workers send only 10 percent of their entire U.S. earnings back 
to Mexico.  A person working in administration in Mexico‟s second largest sugar factory only 
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brings home an average of 190 pesos per week (Tour, 2/2007, Emiliano Zapata Sugar Factory).  
That‟s $19 a week.  Working at a U.S. beef processing plant for nearly $14 an hour (Consuelo 
Sandoval, personal communication, May 10, 2010) in Southwest Kansas seems like a dream to 
Mexican workers. In other words, what U.S. social scientists call, “the working poor” would 
seem like financial success to someone living in or coming from Mexico.   
Heavy migration to Southwest Kansas began in the early 1980s because of the beef 
packing plants.  What is now Tyson Meats began to recruit from Mexico and Central America 
for people looking for employment opportunities and willing to work in these low-paying jobs.  
Yennif County and its neighboring counties, such as Southwest County, had steadily growing 
populations of immigrants because of beef packing and other agriculturally-related jobs (Stull & 
Broadway, 2004).  While Kansas or the U.S., in general, may be feeling growing pains 
connected to immigration, the people emigrating do not come without their own painful 
experiences of sub-standard living conditions, language barriers, cultural and ethnic 
discrimination, and the challenges of acculturation. 
The process of migrating to the U.S. begins with the decision to go.  Low wages and lack 
of work and educational opportunities in Mexico for children are major reasons for individuals or 
families wanting to make the dangerous and costly journey.  There are social and family bonding 
costs from the time the family or an individual begins to think about coming to the U.S.  Those 
personal costs include leaving loved ones behind, fearing the unknown of what lies ahead, and 
making a trip that has proven to be dangerous (Salgado de Snyder, personal communication, 
February 11, 2007).  Fortunately, social networks among Latinos are highly evolved because 
families are closely knit (Allensworth & Rochín, 1996).  The actual migration may take weeks, 
months, and maybe years.  Not the poorest of the poor come to the U.S., because it costs from 
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$3,000 to $10,000 to make the trip.  Men make the trip much more frequently than women.  The 
majority of the women coming to the U.S. from Mexico have three years or fewer of education.  
Between 1994 and 2004, 60% of women crossing the border (with proper legal documents or 
not) were sexually assaulted. Border crossings are dangerous and rife with corruption and crime 
(Salgado de Snyder, personal communication, February 11, 2007).  According to Salgado de 
Snyder (2007), the most vulnerable groups will continue to migrate because of poverty.   Before 
the 1970s, Mexican immigrants came to the U.S. to stay.   The migrations today have become 
more circular instead of one way.   Reasons for that are attributed to increased difficulty in 
gaining permanent status.  The average wait time for legalization and naturalization is 13-21 
years with a cost of $2,000 to $10,000.  The dream is to work enough to make money for the 
family and return, or bring the whole family to live in the U.S. (Allensworth & Rochín, 1996; 
Salgado de Snyder, 2007).  According to Salgado de Snyder (personal communication, February 
11, 2007) migration from Mexico to the U.S. will continue to be dynamic and circular.   
Mexicans risk their lives every day to come to the U.S. to work and to raise families.  There is no 
welfare or retirement system in Mexico, so people begin to work at a very young age and work 
into advanced ages (Salgado de Snyder, personal communication, February 11, 2007).  In 
Mexico, they say, “No trabajar es morir.”  Not to work is to die.  Adaptation to a new land in 
terms of working, getting an education, and raising a family bring new challenges of cultural and 
language acquisition. 
When Latino immigrants arrive in the United States, the process of finding a job and a 
place to live are usually the top priorities.   “One of the more important things to parents is that 
they have access to education for their children.  Families coming from the rachitos were not 
able to send their children to school in Mexico, so that becomes an important and honorable 
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thing to do: enroll the children in school” (Mendoza, personal communication, May 5, 2010).   
Having children who speak English is a special point of pride for these Latino families.  The 
children quickly become facilitators for their parents in medical settings, at school parent/teacher 
conferences, at grocery or other retail stores, and in reading documents that may come in the 
mail (Mendoza, personal communication, May 5, 2010; J. Muñoz personal communication, 
February 20, 2010).   The downside of the child facilitator can be interpreting unfamiliar English 
words. A case study from Transcultural Nursing, The Hispanic American Community                 
(Fernandez, 1999), told about a child who had read the hospital‟s informed consent that needed 
his mother‟s signature before her hysterectomy.  Being respectful not to talk about her female 
parts, he told her she was having a tumor removed from her abdomen.  Later she learned that her 
uterus was removed, and she would not be able to have any more children.  That made for a very 
angry exchange between the mother and the hospital.   Even if the hospital would have provided 
an interpreter, it was certain that the mother would have preferred a family member as the 
interpreter because of the importance of keeping such private matters in the family.  Extended 
family and close social contacts also play important roles in immigrants‟ adaptations to their 
newly adopted lands (Flores, 2006). 
Nadia Flores (2006) noted in her research that Latinos capitalize on the advantages of 
having social contacts among members of their receiving communities in regards to survival and 
integration strategies that ultimately lead to greater socio-economic outcomes.   Social contacts 
within the Hispanic community (vertical associations that are not necessarily hierarchal) and 
between other sectors (horizontal associations) of the dominant Anglo population, to me, are 
interesting aspects of Hispanic immigrants‟ way of life.  It is the idea of human associations and 
participation in community activities as a basis of social integration and well-being (Field, 2003), 
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or social capital (Putnam, 1993, 1995, 2000a).  Although social capital is seen as an important 
concept, little is known about how it operates within rural Midwestern Hispanic communities.  
With much of the research saying that minorities do not benefit from social capital (Bourdieu, 
1990; Putnam, 2000a), I think it is because many of the researchers have not actually gone into 
the communities in question to understand how minorities do connect.  In very general terms, the 
objective of this research will be to explain how Latino immigrants, specifically, connect to one 
another and to others in their adopted U.S. communities.  In other words, how do social 
connectedness and community engagement as functions of several independent variables: age, 
gender, education, income level, race/ethnicity, and community longevity, work for Hispanic 
people, as compared to their White neighbors, who are members of rural Kansas communities?  
The outcome variables (dependent) will be questions to measure social connectedness, and 
community engagement following the approaches of previous scholars (Easterling et al., 2007; 
Kao, 2004; Putnam 1993, 1995, 2000a). 
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review 
The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature of social capital especially where 
rural Hispanic families are concerned.  My focus of this chapter will be specifically on an 
identified target population and will employ a bilingual (English/Spanish) survey instrument as 
suggested by Professor Rodney Hero (2007).   At the end of this chapter I will discuss how I will 
contribute to the literature both in terms of rural Hispanic populations and families.  I am hoping 
to illustrate the extent to which Hispanic families and individuals do have social connections and 
how they use those associational ties relative to Anglo families.  While Hispanic social 
connections may not be used to gain social status or career promotion, they may be used to 
elevate quality of life through employment and educational support for children.  I do use the 
terms Latino and Hispanic interchangeably.  Since my target population includes those of 
Mexican origin, I may refer to the population as Mexicans, too. 
 Social Capital 
 
Social science researchers continue to expand on a concept that was initially introduced 
in the early 1820s: social capital.  French sociologist Alexis de Toqueville (1832) described the 
social capital of Americans in his Democracy in America.  He observed that Americans, no 
matter their circumstances, had an inclination toward associations with one another in informal 
settings, and they transferred to their civil lives those ideas gathered in private involvement for 
later benefit.  Pierre Bourdieu (as cited in Glover & Hemingway, 2005, p. 388) defined social 
capital as the “persistent social ties that enable a group to constitute, maintain, and reproduce 
itself.” He promoted it as a collective rather than an individual possession.  Others believed it to 
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be an individual possession that contributes to the collective (Easterling et al., 2007; Glaeser, 
2001; Putnam, 2000a).  Bourdieu (1990) stated that social capital was a benefit enjoyed only by 
the middle class or wealthy, because they were the only population who could afford its 
investment of time and money.  That ideas runs contrary to much research that showed social 
capital as important to mitigating poverty and changing the status of disadvantaged immigrants 
(Allensworth & Rochín, 1996; Kao, 2004; Sarkisian, Gerena, & Gerstel, 2006).   Hero (2007), on 
the other hand, partially echoed Bourdieu in that he believed that current social capital studies 
did not reflect well on minorities since they appeared consistently to show poor outcomes.  He 
added that if researchers studied social connections and civic engagement more appropriate to 
Latino immigrant cultures (close families, close friends, religiosity, and community involvement, 
like volunteering in the schools), we would have a more accurate picture of Hispanic social 
capital. “This inadequacy of surveys with respect to racial/ethnic group populations, constrains a 
full examination of racial civic equality”, said Hero (2007, p. 83).   He suggested that adaptation 
of surveys to reflect non-biased questions would be a good beginning in addressing a “racial 
diversity” thesis (p. 48). 
After a broad study of communities in Italy and the United States, American political 
scientist Robert Putnam (2000a) defined social capital as, “connections among individuals – 
social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them” (p. 19).  
Writing for the World Bank Social Capital Initiative, Michael Woolcock and Deepa Narayan 
(2000) described social capital using the axiom, “It‟s not what you know; it‟s who you know.”  
They went on to assert that a basic idea of social capital was that one‟s family, friends, and 
associates constituted an important asset. Social capital could be called upon in crises, enjoyed 
for its own sake, and/or leveraged for material gain (Woolcock & Narayan, 2000).  For the 
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purpose of studying rural Hispanic poor, the authors writing for the World Bank Social Capital 
Initiative offered better insight that Putnam (2000a) because they focused on populations in 
developing countries (Woolcock & Narayan, 2000).  Putnam‟s (1993, 1995, 2000b) most current 
work in the United States appeared to focus more on middle class, English-speaking Americans 
as noted in his extensive study, the Social Capital Community Benchmark Survey in which 
nearly 30,000 people were surveyed (Retrieved from 
http://www.hks.harvard.edu/saguaro/communitysurvey/12/15/2009).  Research done recently in 
Kansas, including Garden City with a 51% minority (48% Hispanic) population, appeared to 
target an English-speaking middle class in both random access dialed and follow-up face-to-face 
interviews for participation in the study.  The study was done in English, though its results 
reported 55 languages and dialects in the schools and the community (Easterling et al., 2007).  
The follow-up face to face interviews, for qualitative data, were with 13 community 
leaders/heads of organizations, two of whom were Hispanic and only one of the two was actually 
an immigrant having come from Mexico within the past 15 years (Easterling et al., 2007).   A 
new study was commissioned by the Finnup Foundation to probe deeper into under-represented 
populations of the community.  That study is in process, and should give a better account of 
relationships in the highly diverse community.  
Robert Putnam (2000a) pointed to collapse of community, or loss of social cohesion, as a 
result of loosening social ties, or the depletion of social capital.  He broadly defined community 
as a grouping of individuals with shared interests, common goals, similar beliefs, and 
comparable thought processes (as cited in Field, 2003).  Regarding social capital, in 1916 L. J. 
Hanifan urged community involvement in public schools.  He believed that social capital came 
from good will, fellowship, sympathy, and social intercourse among individuals and families (as 
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cited in Putnam, 2000a).  Social norms therefore were those written and unwritten laws to which 
people adhered for a unit‟s external and internal governance. The opposite was deviant or 
unlawful behavior (Durkin, 2000).  Reciprocity referred to the favors that people did for one 
another, without expectation of return but was usually returned at one time or another.  The 
simple adage of, “You scratch my back, and I‟ll scratch yours” was exemplified by this concept 
(Putnam, 1993, p. 20).  Trustworthiness was defined by a person‟s belief that people are 
generally good, and they act toward one another in kind. Also, they have the expectation that 
other people will treat them fairly (Putnam, 1993).  Bourdieu (1990) said social networks must 
be continuously maintained and fostered over time in order for them to be called upon quickly in 
the future. Next, I will explore two types of social capital: bridging and bonding. 
 Types of Social Capital 
This section will explore types of social connectedness and community engagement, 
bonding and bridging social capital.  The concepts will be explained and supported by 
illustrations.  Advantages and disadvantages of bonding and bridging relationships will be 
explored as they relate to Hispanic and Anglo populations. 
 Bonding Social Capital 
Putnam (2000a) studied trends in social connectedness.  His findings illustrated how 
connections among individuals within communities and across varying communities contributed 
to the economic well-being of larger societies.  He distinguished those connections as bonding 
and bridging social capital. Bonding social capital are those ties based around family, close 
friends, and other near-kin, which is inward looking (takes care of its own) and binds together 
people from similar sociological positions.  Self-perpetuation within closely-knit boundaries 
does not allow those outside the group to enter nor do members of the group leave.  Putnam 
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(2000a) considered the connections of bonding social capital as vertical networks, though not 
necessarily hierarchal as might be expected in the term, “vertical”.  Mark Granovetter (1973) 
recognized intra-community (strong or bonding) ties as those needed to give families and 
communities a sense of identity and common purpose.  Granovetter (1973) also suggested that 
bonding social relationships are the raw materials that provide the training for creating bridges to 
other sectors or other communities.  Figure 2.1 is an illustration of how I interpret Putnam‟s 
(2000a) bonding (vertical) network.  It is a self-generating circle.  Imagine how players (called 
“persons” ) inside the circle continue to connect with one another and often do not make 
connections with others outside the boundaries.  Players in bonded relationships are of like 
beliefs and live in similar lifestyles. Generally, there is not sharing of information outside of the 
bonded relationships. 
 Figure 2.1 Bonding Social Capital – Self-generating Circle 
 
 
 
Woolcock and Narayan (2000) studied the rural poor in Tanzania using household 
surveys. They concluded that social capital was the capital of the poor, because people used their 
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close familial (bonding) and extra-familial (bridging) relationships to benefit household welfare.  
Allensworth and Rochín (1996) found a surprising factor in the growth of rural Latino 
populations: highly developed social networks among immigrants.  This contradicted Bourdieu‟s 
(1990) notion that social capital only benefited the middle or wealthy classes.  Conversely, the 
poor used its shared connections and community engagement on individual and community 
levels where norms encouraged social and civic responsibility for individuals. That social and 
civic responsibility contributed to the collective‟s (community‟s) management of resources. 
Studies in rural U.S. showed a similar picture. Sarkisian et al., found especially strong ties 
among Mexican immigrants who exhibited robust intra-group and extended family ties (2006).  
In a qualitative analysis, Allensworth and Rochín (1996) looked at Latinos in rural California. 
They noted extensive social networks employed by Latinos as a sort of “grapevine” for finding 
jobs, housing, and other essential services.  That is high bonding social capital.  Kao (2004) 
found that same-ethnic immigrants showed an intensity of obligation and expectations for 
reciprocity because of the “shared experience of migration and the sentimental attachment to 
one‟s country of origin” (p. 172).  Homophily, or "birds of a feather flock together" is the 
sociological phenomenon that people are more likely to form friends with others who are alike in 
race/ethnicity, social class, education, age, etc. (Flora, Flora, & Fey, 2004).  This is what makes 
bonding social capital easier to build than bridging social capital (Hero, 2007). However, it is 
bridging social capital, those horizontal networks, which allow connections from one group to 
another and contribute to a larger collective.   
 Bridging Social Capital 
Bridging social capital links people from one close-knit group to other groups outside the 
immediate bonds. Bridging from one group to another tends to generate broad and inter-
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connected circles (Putnam, 2000).  Deepa Narayan (1999) referred to bridging social capital as 
cross-cutting ties, the linkages between social groups. Mark Granovetter (1973) said weak ties 
were more like nodding acquaintances – people who one might be able to go to for smaller 
favors (like asking if they knew of a job, or whether they could lend you a $5) but whom you do 
not know well. He went on to say that it is weak ties rather than stronger ties that were especially 
useful in things like job searches because close ties quickly turned back on themselves and thus 
did not gather information from varying outside  pools of resources.   Woolcock and Narayan 
(2000) saw those bridging ties as critical to social cohesion, a community‟s ability to act 
collectively to address needs of the population.  Social cohesion was the result of high social 
capital, in other words, horizontal connections across varying groups.   Rosalyn Harper‟s (2001) 
research correlated high social capital, in the form of social trust and associational networks, 
with a wide-array of beneficial outcomes to an individual, which then contributed to the larger 
group.  Racial and socio-economic discrimination could be other outcomes of low social capital.  
Not being well connected could contribute to the downward spiral of poverty and poor health 
outcomes. Then poverty could become generational when poor parents passed on only the 
modest legacies of staying safe, finding steady employment, and staying out of trouble to their 
children (Flora et al., 2004).  An illustration of bridging social capital, which Putnam (2000a) 
also called horizontal networks is well described with a Venn diagram consisting of three 
overlapping circles.  Each circle represents a group with like beliefs, backgrounds, and practices.  
Where the circles intersect could illustrate bridging, or the sharing of ideas and the exchanging of 
information and cultural practices.  Imagine that groups 1, 2, and 3 have different belief systems 
and different lifestyles.  When their circles intersect, new information is shared and new ideas 
are formed, and bridging takes place.  The different entities open up their borders so that 
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members can pass easily from one circle to the other.  Bridging social capital connects people 
from one close-knit group to other groups outside the immediate bonds. Bridging from one group 
to another tends to generate broad and inter-connected circles (Putnam, 2000a).  Woolcock 
(1998) referred to bridging social capital as distant ties of like persons, such as loose friendships 
and workmates.  Those ties are seen as critical to social unity, a community‟s ability to act 
collectively on issues important to its residents.  Social unity is the result of reliable relationships 
and trust within and across varying groups.   
 
 Figure 2.2 Bridging Social Capital – Overlapping Circles 
 
  
Interconnected communities of interest, or groups of people with similar backgrounds, 
expand the pool of resources to which members of the varying groups have access. Once again, 
new knowledge is taken from one circle to another (McBride et al., 2006), and familiarity breeds 
familiarity.   Cultural barriers begin to fade when individuals are highly connected to one another 
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in a community.  As individuals build dense social networks, they pass those assets on to the 
community at large (Glaeser, 2001).  
Michigan State University agricultural economists Lindon Robison, Marcelo Siles, and 
Allan Schmid (2002) said those who possess well developed social ties and are actively engaged 
in community activities will have access to resources from others‟ social connections, which in 
turn deepens the networks for access to more information, more material and non-material 
advantages.  Robison et al. (2002) added that increases in social capital promote cooperative 
actions, encourage exchanges, and increase public investments.   So, bonding social capital 
encourages building relationships within one‟s social group with others who are alike in social, 
economic, educational, and employment background.  Bridging social capital comes from the 
relationships of people who come from different backgrounds yet are able to connect with one 
another because of the desire to gather new information and reach out to others from different 
backgrounds or origins. 
 Social Capital in Hispanic Communities 
According to Grace Kao (2004), there needs to be more study on whether children from 
racial and ethnic minority groups and immigrant families have more or less access to social 
capital.   She does not see the strong ties of intra-connectedness, bonding social capital, of same-
ethnic groups as having worked to their advantage contrary to Granovetter (Kao, 2004).  On the 
other hand, Nadia Flores (2006) noted the importance of strong inward ties in the upward 
mobility of immigrant families.  She noted that solidarity relations are prevalent among Mexican 
rural dwellers and in those Hispanic populations emigrating from urban to rural settings (Flores, 
2006).  That solidarity also enforces social norms.  A study done in Michigan (Siles, Robison, 
Cuéllar, Garcia, & LaHousse, 2006) showed that Latino immigrants use their social capital, 
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mostly bonding, during the entire process of emigrating from their countries of origin to the 
receiving country. Others noted that families living in the receiving communities provided basic 
information about jobs, schools, and public services (Siles et al., 2006).  In an interview with 
anthropologist Donald Stull ( personal communication, February 27, 2011), who wrote many 
papers and books on the immigrant experience in meat packing communities such as Garden 
City, he noted that if these immigrants did not have social connections, they would not make it to 
the receiving community in the first place.  They would not find jobs.  They would not find 
housing.  They would not be able to find schools and other resources necessary for living.  Social 
connections are very important to what Stull (personal communication, February 27, 2011) 
called, “chain migration,” another analogy to what some call a grapevine or dense 
communication networks. 
 Social Capital in Poverty 
The study of connectedness in impoverished communities has emphasized bonding more 
than bridging social capital as a way to understand or address poverty.  Narayan (1999) cited 
social exclusion as that part of social capital that works to the disadvantage of those outside the 
dominant group, “because the same ties that bind also exclude” (Narayan, 1999, p. 5). He 
explained that when social networks were non-overlapping, it resulted in unequal opportunities 
to participate, especially for those outside the group.  It was relationships that brought about 
collective coordination of actions necessary to achieve mutually beneficial goals (Narayan, 
1999).    James Coleman (1988) focused on three tenets of social capital: 1) obligations and 
expectations; 2) information channels, and 3) social norms.  Coleman noted that people who are 
isolated and have no friends or associates cannot exchange obligations or share expectations with 
others (1994).  Kawachi, Kennedy, Lochner, and Prothrow-Stith (1997) examined the 
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relationship between poverty and social capital.  Their study uncovered that poverty was linked 
to the lack or depletion of social connectedness.  The findings showed a high correlation between 
people living in poverty and their answers on social capital indicators, “most people would try to 
take advantage of you if they got a chance,” “you can‟t be too careful in dealing with people,” or 
“people mostly look out for themselves.”  Positive answers indicated little or no social 
connectedness (p. 1494).  Little or no trust among people is an indication of low social capital 
(Easterling et al., 2007; Putnam, 2000a). 
Islam et al. (2006) identified social capital as a by-product of social relationships 
resulting from mutual exchanges between members with associational/network ties.  It could be 
recognized as a public good that generated positive outside connections, which, in turn, created 
cooperation to reach common goals such as employment, access to health and education 
services, and promoting neighbor safety.   Persons with high social capital, when employed as a 
sort of currency, could use it for material/market and non-material/non-market benefit.  For 
example, material benefit could include higher wages, better employment prospects or reduced 
transaction costs.  Non-material benefits were found in improvements in health and social status 
and in the quality of individuals‟ relationships.    
 Social Capital in Families 
Social capital studies focusing on families have originated from James Coleman (1988, 
1994).   He suggested that social capital is a type of family resource especially important in 
aspects of child well-being.  Coleman (1994) said a families‟ wealth in social connectedness can 
help it overcome the effects of adversity or ameliorate income inequality.  Zolotor and Runyan 
(2006) found that parents who “maltreated” their children were shown to have smaller peer 
networks, more social isolation, and to have lived in their communities for fewer years than their 
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contemporaries (p. e1129).  Studies have shown that when parents are not socially and civically 
engaged, it can have damaging effects on their children‟s future community activities (Adolina, 
Jenkins, Zukin & Keeter, 2003).  In my research, I have chosen to take the responses of the 
individual and analyze the combined responses, as a collective, on the community level.  This 
study follows the assumption that heads of household who possess high levels of social capital 
will model a caring and nurturing environment and demonstrate collective action and concern for 
the community, which will pass to their children (McBride et al., 2006), who will also pass it on 
in their schools and ultimately their communities.   
Edward Glaeser (2001) posited that the decisions to invest in social connections and 
community engagement is an individual choice not a community‟s choice, so he argued that the 
most important way to study social capital is through the individual. He said, “Without a 
definition of social capital that begins at the individual level, we cannot begin to understand its 
formation” (p. 2).  McBride et al. (2006) noted that social connectedness and civic (community) 
engagement is crucial for families as a means for developing skills and capacity, increasing 
tolerance among peoples, and building support networks.  It is those support networks that 
contribute to a thriving atmosphere for growing children as it relates to general socialization, 
academic competence, and career accomplishments.   These varied concepts have given me a 
basis on which to build my research to assess social capital in a Kansas rural county with a 30% 
Hispanic population: Southwest County.   Most importantly, I hope that the outcomes of my 
research will help me to create culturally appropriate programs that teach families how to 
increase their social connectedness and community engagement. 
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Chapter 3 - Measures and Methods 
 Demographics 
Southwest County, located in Southwest Kansas not far from the Colorado border was the 
target of this study.  In order to protect the identities of the people living in Southwest County 
(not its real name) and its neighboring counties/communities, all the actual names were changed 
so that a nominal code represented the proper names.  As of this writing, little has been posted 
regarding 2010 Census county demographics, so most of this information came from 2009 
Census population estimates from the U..S. Census Quickfacts.  Some data have been released 
from the 2010 Census (2010 census.gov), and those were noted.  Southwest County showed a 
population of 4,169 residents with an 8% loss of population from April 2000 to July 1, 2009.  
The State showed nearly a 5% gain in population.  Southwest County exceeded the state average 
in persons less than 18 years of age.  The median ages for residents in Oldfield and Nickel were 
28 and 29 years of age respectively, so the inhabitants of Southwest County were relatively 
young.  The county was lower that the state average in White persons not of Hispanic descent as 
illustrated in Table 3.1. 
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 Table 3.1 2009 U.S. Census Quick Facts, Southwest County 
Category Southwest County Kansas 
Population Estimate 2009 4,169 (2010: 3,977) 2,818,747 
Pop. %  Change (7/1/2009) -8.0% 4.8% 
Persons < 18 years old 28.7% 25.0% 
White persons not Hisp. 66.5% 79.9% 
Persons Hispanic/Latino  30.7% 9.3% 
Poverty (2008) 11.2% 11.3% 
Income per capita $15,708 $20,506 
Median income (2008) $47,631 $50,174 
Other than English (2000) 22.2% 8.7% 
Foreign born (2000) 12.7% 5.0% 
Hispanic 30.7% 9.1% (2010: 10.5%) 
Female 49.1% 50.3% 
Bachelor‟s/ higher (2000) 15.0% 25.8% 
High School Graduates 75.8% 86.0% 
 
The 2000 Census and 2009 update showed little difference in percentage of poverty for 
Southwest County as compared to the State.  People in Southwest County earned less than the 
state average, as indicated by per capita and median income; the differences did not show a great 
discrepancy.  Income level was said to be a predictor of a social capital level.  Higher income 
often indicated high social capital.  Lower income indicated lower levels of social capital (Field, 
2003).  Southwest County poverty was relatively equal to the rest of the state, which suggested 
income homogeneity.  Homogeneity promoted higher social capital.  According the Census 
Quick Facts, Southwest County fell below state average in high school graduation and college 
degree attainment.  The Census data showed approximately a 10% difference between Southwest 
County and Kansas in terms of educational attainment as measured by high school graduation 
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rates and university degree completion rates.   The greatest differences between the State and 
Southwest County demographics were those of language other than English spoken at home, and 
a higher Hispanic and foreign born populations.   
As heterogeneity in a community goes up, social connectedness and community 
engagement were said to decrease (Cheong, Edwards, Goulbourne, & Solomos, 2007).    From 
his book about racial diversity and social capital, Rodney Hero (2007) contended that “The 
United States has never simultaneously had high formal racial/ethnic equality, much less 
substantive equality and high social capital” (p. 3).   He asserted that simultaneous racial/ethnic 
equality and high social equality could be compelling goals for this country (Hero, 2007).  Most 
of the research pointed to minorities having low social capital; however rarely has there been 
discussion about ways to help people, living in the margins, build networks of social connections 
that go beyond immediate circles (Hero, 2007).  The Kansas Census data indicated a high 
Hispanic population and high foreign born population for many counties.  Of particular note 
were high populations of immigrants and refugees (Somali and Burmese) in communities where 
meatpacking industries resides (Stull, personal communication, February 27, 2011).  The 
aforementioned factors suggest the need to sample the Hispanic population with a survey 
instrument offered in English and Spanish.  A survey was sent to the potential participants from a 
list of physical addresses provided by the Southwest County Sheriff.  In a process to select 
subjects randomly but without duplication from the previous study when every 20
th
 name was 
singled out, names were chosen by taking every 10th person on the list.  Understanding that the 
Hispanic population had a tendency toward being transient, (Gouveia & Stull, 1995), this study 
required a more deliberate strategy to select what was understood to be Spanish surnames from 
the list.  Each Spanish surname was chosen from the list, which yielded 164 names. Lourdes 
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Gouveia and Donald Stull (1995) noted that “surname is not a reliable indicator of ethnicity”, but 
it is the most reliable way to reach the population.  If bias does occur, it is likely to be found in 
under-reporting of minorities, in this case, Hispanic people (p.105).    
    Each survey packet included a cover letter, which was English on one side and Spanish 
on the other side.  The survey instrument was two-pages, so each packet contained a two-sided 
English language questionnaire and a two-page Spanish language questionnaire.  The packet also 
contained a self-addressed stamped envelope for returning a completed survey. Also, a self 
addressed stamped postcard was added to invite participants to request a follow-up interview so 
that I could gather stories for qualitative support to the quantitative data.  Respondents were 
offered the options of requesting a copy of the results of the survey with the postcard as well.  Of 
the 11 postcards returned, five (5) were returned with a request for a copy of the results.  Four 
were returned in the envelope with the completed survey, but they were blank.  Two of the four 
blank postcards were returned with (completed) Spanish-language surveys.  One postcard that 
came with a completed English-language survey had a return address, and was marked with three 
question marks.  And one came back with the notation, “Good luck on your survey. Hope all 
goes well.  Have a great day!”  Those few returned postcards were an indication that the 
instructions in the cover letter were not explicitly clear, or perhaps they were not read 
completely.  By request, some surveys (18) were distributed in a Spanish speaking nutrition 
classes conducted by a colleague who teaches in the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education 
Program (EFNEP).  The nutrition teacher distributed the surveys and read the letter of 
introduction along with the instructions.  Students put completed surveys in a manila envelope, 
and the last student to finish was instructed to seal the envelope.   Students new to the program 
and students, who had returned to volunteer, heard about the survey from others and requested to 
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be interviewed.  Each student interviewed completed an Informed Consent form in compliance 
with rules of the Kansas State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) on human subjects 
research.   
Altogether, 266 surveys were mailed, of which 52 were returned through the postal 
service (41 English and 11 Spanish).  I gathered 18 Spanish surveys from the nutrition classroom 
plus six from the Meat Lockers (local carniciera or butcher shop), and 17 English surveys came 
from the Southwest County Extension Office.  Two of the surveys from the Extension office had 
to be destroyed, because the respondents were under age 18, so that brought the total from 
Extension office to 15.  Five women were interviewed in two small focus groups.  The total 
sample was 91 completed surveys and five (5) interviews/focus groups.  That was 96 
respondents, which is 2.4 % of the total Southwest County population.  Table 3.2 illustrates more 
description of Southwest County survey respondents.   The cities covered in Southwest County 
were Nickel, the county seat, Oldfield, and Kepley.  One respondent counted Homer (Funds 
County) as the place of residence.  It was not thrown out as an invalid survey because many 
people live nearer to Nickel on the Funds/Southwest counties border.  Table 3.2 describes   
survey respondents.   
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 Southwest County Respondents 
 Table 3.2 Descriptive Statistics of Southwest County Survey Respondents 
Demographics Valid (n=91) Total Sample (n=91) 
Females who completed survey (n=91)  
53 (58.0 %)  
Mean = .5824 
St. Dev.= .49589 
Completed survey in Spanish (n=91) 35 (39.0 %) 
Spanish as First Language (n=91) 43 (47.0 %) 
Hispanic/Latino (n=91) 49 (54 %) 
Median Age of Respondents (n=90) 
45 years  
Mean = 48  
St. Dev = 16.83 
Range =67 
% High school diploma (n=89) 18.0 % 
% Less than high school diploma (n=89) 43 % 
College and/or graduate degree (n=89) 16 (18 %) 
Children in school (n=91) 74  
Number of children < 18 (n=91) 84 
Mean household size (n=91) 
3.6 people 
St. Dev. = 1.94 
Range = 8.0 
Years in community 16 Years to >20 
years 
(n=91) 
44 (48 %)  
% Year in community 1-5 years (n=91) 22 (24 %) 
% Married/living with partner (n=91) 75 % 
% Income < $12,000 to $24,999 (n=91) 39 (43 %) 
% Income $25,000 to $49,999 (n=91) 35 (39 %) 
    
Survey respondents fell below the state average in median income at $50, 174, but the county 
median was in the vicinity of the 2008 Census update of $47,631, which showed $25,000 to 
$49,999.  The other 18% of respondents earned an annual income of $50,000 or more.   
 Background  
This research was, in part, a follow-up to a study undertaken by three Kansas State 
University researchers from the School of Family Studies and Human Services, Department of 
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Industrial and Manufacturing Systems Engineering, and Department of Electrical and Computer 
Engineering and sponsored by the National Science Foundation.  The survey explored factors 
that might predict the spread of infectious diseases within rural communities by looking at travel 
patterns of residents (Scoglio, Schumm, Schumm, Easton, Chowdhury, Syndey, & Yousseff, 
2010).  My interest in the initial study was to measure for levels of social capital among residents 
of the Hispanic population, which, according to the 2000 Census, was 30% in Southwest County 
and higher than the state average of 9%.  For the purpose of measuring social connectedness and 
community engagement, six questions were added to the other questions measuring for disease 
risks.   While the initial Southwest County study was effective in measuring the presence of risk 
for an epidemic, it was inadequate to measure social capital in rural, Hispanic populations, which 
was not the primary goal of the initial study.  I think the Hispanic population was under-sampled 
for two reasons.  The surveys were sent only in English, and choosing every tenth (20
th
) name in 
the county list did not garner a representative sample of Hispanic names.  For a comparative 
analysis (comparing Hispanic populations with dominant Anglo populations) it was essential to 
get as close to samples representative of population distributions (Nardi, 2006) as possible.  
Results from the 2009 update from the U. S. Census reported that the county‟s Hispanic 
population had increased.  A reported 30.7% Hispanic (2009 Census update) population offered 
some evidence that the initial study had under represented people of that ancestry or nationality.  
It also illustrated the need to use a survey instrument in English and Spanish since 22% 
reportedly did not speak English at home, according to the 2000 Census.   Reaching an 
underserved population was just one of the objectives of this study. 
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 Objectives 
Objective 1: To carry out social capital research in a historically under-sampled 
population: rural Hispanics.  
Objective 2: To discover varying types of social connections in a Hispanic community.  
Objective 3:  To employ a survey questionnaire that offers the second option of Spanish 
for measuring levels of social connections and community involvement. 
 Overarching Question 
To what extent do Hispanic, compared to Anglo, families in rural Kansas experience 
different levels of social capital in terms of social connectedness and community involvement? 
 Dimensions of Social Capital 
Robert Putnam‟s (2000b) Social Capital Community Benchmark Survey (SCCBS) tends 
to be the foundation from which many researchers borrow for other localized studies (Easterling 
et al., 2007; Field, 2003; Grootaert & Bastelaer, 2001; Hero, 2007) since it remains the most 
comprehensive study undertaken in the United States.  It is from Putnam‟s (2000b) Social 
Capital Community Benchmark Survey (SCCBS) and Easterling, et al‟s (2007) Kansas study 
that the dimensions of social capital for this study were drawn as illustrated in Table 3.3.   The 
dimensions are listed on the left.  The questions from which measures of social capital were 
determined are listed on the right side of the table.  The dimensions of social capital include 
social supports from friends and relatives, informal social interactions with friends invited to 
your home, visiting with neighbors, and “hanging out” (Easterling et al., 2007, p. 24) with 
friends at malls, parks, restaurants, etc., having friends from different racial, cultural, and ethnic 
background from your own, inter-racial trust, involvement with secular community 
organizations, involvement with faith-based organizations, participation in organized activities, 
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volunteerism, donations of money, and trust of local institutions such as law enforcements and 
schools.  The cells with more than one question were grouped to make scales.  For example the 
questions on the right of Social Interaction/Informal Bonding were scaled into BONDCAP3. 
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 Table 3.3 Dimensions of Social Capital and Corresponding Survey Questions 
SOCIAL CAPITAL DIMENSION QUESTIONS THAT MEASURE 
SOCIAL  CONNECTEDNESS 
Social Interaction/Informal Bonding Do you have close friends or people with whom 
you can confide? 
In a typical day, how many family members, 
who do not live with you, do you meet in person 
outside of your home/household/apartment? 
How often in the past year have you either had 
friends to your home or gone to others‟ homes 
for activities?  
How often in the past year have you spent time 
with your friends at parks, stores, restaurants, or 
other public places? 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT (Bridging) 
Involvement with Community-secular Do you participate in community activities? 
In how many civic organizations or social clubs 
do you belong? 
Do you attend any organized activities?  
Do you volunteer?  
Trust  Do you feel that most people can be trusted? 
Involvement with Faith-based Organizations Do you attend church? 
Giving Do you donate money? 
 
  Hypotheses 
For this study, levels of bonding and bridging social capital in Southwest County were 
predicted by age, gender, education, annual income, race/ethnicity, and years lived in 
community.  The communities in Southwest County were Nickel, the county seat and Oldfield, 
which had a more concentrated Hispanic population than Nickel.  The township of Kepley 
straddled the Southwest and Alexander county lines, so the east side of Nickel was in Southwest 
County, and the west side of town was in Alexander County.  Funds County was directly south 
of Nickel, and some people who lived in the north part of that county tended to use Nickel as 
their place of work and commerce.   In the social capital literature, Putnam (2000a) said that 
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levels of social capital were correlated to longevity in a community, education, income, gender, 
race/ethnicity, and age.  In a Kansas study completed four years ago, Easterling et al. (2007) 
showed correlations between outcomes in the dimensions of social capital and marital status and 
political beliefs (2007).  I have chosen not to include the aforementioned because I wanted to 
focus on fewer variables at this time.  In addition, it was difficult to measure political beliefs in a 
community with a high immigrant population since many were not registered to vote because of 
legal status.  Measuring for political involvement gave the Hispanic population an unfair 
disadvantage in their newly adopted communities (Hero, 2007).  Heterogeneous communities 
were found to have lower levels of social capital (Easterling et al., 2007; Kawachi et al., 1997), 
because new populations tended to take longer to build bridging social networks.  Also, where 
new immigrants were concerned, speaking a languages other than English often presented a 
barrier to building interconnected social networks and to increasing mainstream civic and 
community involvement.  Now, how did I measure for such things? 
One thing that researchers agreed upon was that social capital can be difficult to measure 
in terms of reliability and validity.  Typically, proxy measures have been used as indicators of 
social connectedness and community engagement. The measurement challenge was to identify a 
contextually relevant indicator of social capital and to establish empirical correlations with 
relevant benefit indicators (Grootaert & Bastelaer, 2001; Putnam, 2000a).   Caution was given 
when studying racially ethnic groups who may have different priorities.  There can be a tendency 
of culturally-dominant groups to judge diverse groups with the dominants‟ values (Hero, 2007; 
Kao, 2004).  It was important to use research tools that reflected the language(s), sentence 
syntax, and vocabulary of the group(s) to be studied (Hero, 2007).   I have borrowed measures 
from the 2007 study completed in Kansas.  Easterling et al. (2007), in turn, borrowed their 
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measures from Robert Putnam‟s 2000 (b) research, the Social Capital Community Benchmark 
Survey.  The independent variables were based on demographic factors: age, gender, 
race/ethnicity, education, income, and years lived in a community.  The dependent variables, also 
used by Easterling et al. (2007), came from a scale created by Putnam (2000b). They were called 
social capital dimensions: social supports, social interactions, bridging social capital (general 
trust of people), all which measure social connectedness.  The social capital dimensions that 
measured for levels of community engagement were involvement with community organizations 
(secular), involvement with faith based organizations, participation in organized activities, and 
giving/volunteering.  Based on those dimensions, it was expected that various demographic 
factors (age, gender, race/ethnicity, education, income, and years in a community) would predict 
the outcomes in levels of social capital in Southwest County, a rural county in Southwest Kansas 
with a nearly 31% Hispanic population.  The dependent (outcome) variables were made up of 
questions that fit the social capital dimension scale (Putnam, 2000b; Easterling et al., 2007), 
which were varying actions and behaviors that demonstrated possession of social capital.     
  Hypothesis #1:  Social capital that individuals possess differs for men and women. 
1a: Men will report higher levels of bridging capital than women. 1b: Women will report 
higher levels of bonding capital than men. 1c: Women will report higher levels of trust than 
men.  1d: Men will report higher donations to institutions than women. 1e: Women will 
report more frequent church attendance than men. 
Social Connectedness: Men lead women in terms of social support.  Women experience 
more informal social interactions and inter-personal trust than men.  Community Engagement: 
Men and women compare rather evenly in secular group involvement and in participating in 
organized activities.  Women are more involved in church and in volunteer/giving.    
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Gender is a dichotomous, nominal variable. I treated it as an ordinal variable by coding it 
with zero (0) for male and one (1) for female.   R² determines the amount of variance in social 
connectedness and community engagement related to gender.  For example, an R² value of .014 
would indicate that an independent variable explained 1.4 percent of variation in a dependent 
variable while not explaining 98.6 percent of variation in that dependent variable.  Getting a 
larger R² value would mean that greater percentages of variation were related to the independent 
variable (e.g.gender).  Cross-tabulations and chi-squared test values and significance levels were 
obtained using SPSS (2007).  Finally, regressions show strengths of the relationships in 
predicting social connectedness and community engagement.   The standardized regression 
coefficients (β), observe strength and significance of relationships for dependent variables as 
predicted by the independent variables (Nardi, 2006).  
The social capital literature (Putnam, 2000a) supports gender as a predictor of social 
capital as determined through the social capital dimensions: social connectedness and 
community engagement.   Easterling et al., (2007) reported that men had more social connections 
than women in terms of social supports and organized activities.  The same analyses were 
performed on the remaining hypotheses as suggested by Nardi (2006). 
Hypothesis #2:  Social capital differs as a function of ages of the respondents with 
higher levels for those between 56 and 65 years of age compared to those of both younger 
or older ages who are expected to report lower levels of bridging capital, bonding capital, 
trust, donations, and church attendance. 
In terms of social capital being related to age, it made sense that a person who had lived 
longer would, naturally, have made more connections than one who had not had as much 
chronological opportunity. For example, people in their 20s would just be getting out of college 
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or having children, so they would have less time to build social relationships. As age increased, 
items on the dimensions of social capital were expected to change along the lines of Goetz and 
Rupasingha (2007).  There also was an indication in the literature (Goetz & Rupasingha, 2007) 
that higher levels of social connectedness and community engagement was enjoyed by those 
between 45 and 60 years of age.  However, there was a decline in social capital beginning at age 
65 as the number of associations began to decline.  I used age categories, which are ordinal 
measures, instead of measuring exact ages.      
Hypothesis #3:  Social capital differs as a function of race and ethnicity. 3a: 
Hispanics report higher levels of bonding capital than Anglos.  3b: Anglos report higher 
levels of bridging capital than Hispanics. 3c: Anglos report higher levels of trust than 
Hispanics. 3d: Anglos report higher levels of donations than Hispanics. 3e: Hispanics 
report higher levels of church attendance than Anglos. 
People of Hispanic origins report fewer positive answers with respect to social 
connections and community engagement than those who indicate White, non-Hispanic origins 
(Hero, 2007).  Hispanics scored higher in terms of interactions with family members and seeing 
close friends at home and at public places (Field, 2003; Flores, 2006; Kao, 2004).  Respondents 
who indicated Spanish as the first language (and Hispanic origins) showed low bridging social 
capital outcomes (Field, 2003).  An important factor in creating social capital is ethnic and 
linguistic homogeneity.  In the Kansas study (Easterling et al., 2007), Dickinson County showed 
the highest social capital for the whole state.  According to U.S. Census Bureau Quick Facts, 
Dickinson County had a 95.9% Anglo population, which is racially homogeneous.  Racially 
homogeneous communities often have higher educational attainment and mean income, which 
all have a positive effect on social capital outcomes (Glaeser, 2001; Hero, 2007).  
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Hypothesis #4: Social capital differs as a function of educational attainment. 4a: 
Respondents with higher levels of education report lower levels of bonding capital than 
those with lower levels of education.  4b: Respondents with higher levels of education 
report higher levels of bridging capital than those with lower levels of education. 4c: 
Respondents with higher levels of education report higher levels of trust than those with 
lower levels of education. 4d: Respondents with higher levels of education report higher 
levels of donations that those with lower levels of education.  4e: Respondents with higher 
levels of education report lower levels of church attendance that those with lower levels of 
education.   
“There is no more robust correlate of social capital than years of schooling” (Glaeser, 
2001).   From the Southwest County surveys, the Anglo population showed higher educational 
attainment than Hispanic community residents.  Hispanics had less access to educational 
opportunities before they come to this country (Salgado de Snyder, personal communication, 
February 11, 2007).   According to James Coleman (1988), educational attainment for the 
parents is critical in providing the foundational basis for children and for the family‟s acquisition 
of social capital.   
Hypothesis #5: Social capital differs as a function of household income.  5a: 
Respondents with higher levels of income report lower levels of bonding capital than those 
with lower levels of income. 5b: Respondents with higher levels of income report higher 
levels of bridging capital than those with lower levels of income. 5c: Respondents with 
higher levels of income report higher levels of trust than those with lower levels of income. 
5d: Respondents with higher levels of income report higher levels of donations than those 
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with lower levels of income.  5e: Respondents with higher levels of income report lower 
levels of church attendance than those with lower levels of income.  
Household income provided the physical resources that aid achievement for its members: 
safe and comfortable shelter, food, materials to aid children‟s learning, and financial resources to 
“smooth family problems” (Coleman, 1988, p. S109).  Levels of household income were related 
to social connectedness and community engagement. The idea was that people who had more 
money had more free time to socialize and were able to invest financial resources into organized 
clubs and other social organizations (Putnam, 2000a).  Those with lower incomes showed low to 
medium levels of social capital.  White respondents had higher income and higher bridging 
social capital outcomes: social connectedness and community engagement.  Higher income 
reflected the attributes of people with the “biggest stakes in society” McBride et al., (2006).   In 
the Kansas study, household income was associated with all the social capital dimensions.  
People with more money showed more social connectedness and community engagement 
(Easterling et al., 2007).  That was mostly true for Southwest County people.  Higher incomes 
had more bridging but not necessarily bonding social capital. 
Hypothesis #6:  Social capital differs as a function of how many years respondents 
have lived in the local community.  6a: Respondents who have lived in the local community 
for more years report lower levels of bonding capital than those with fewer years.  6b: 
Respondents who have lived in the local community for more years report higher levels of 
bridging capital than those with fewer years.  6c: Respondents who have lived in the local 
community for more years report higher levels of trust than those with fewer years. 6d: 
Respondents who have lived in the local community for more years report higher levels of 
donations that those with fewer years.  6e: Respondents who have lived in the local 
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community for more years report lower levels of church attendance than those with fewer 
years.  
Participants who have lived in a community for more than five years made more social 
connections and acquired more associational ties (Easterling et al., 2007).   The Kansas study 
showed that people who lived in a community longer than five years developed more 
associations with informal social interaction, interpersonal trust, and participation in organized 
activities (Easterling, et al., 2007).   Those who indicated Hispanic ethnicity, low income, and 
community residence less than five years marked the lowest in bridging social capital.  That 
same demographic showed high levels of bonding social capital (Flores, 2006; McBride et al., 
2006).  An idea was that newcomers needed more supports in terms of social services.  Those 
who have been in the country longer had already made connections to vital services (Flores, 
2006).  Those who indicated White non-Hispanic and more than 15 years lived in the community 
demonstrated high bridging social capital (Hero, 2007; Narayan, 1999; Putnam, 2000a).       
 Methods 
 Participants 
I operated on the assumption that some identified Hispanic surnamed participants would 
benefit from receiving surveys in Spanish and English.  Another assumption was that participants 
would be able to read either Spanish or English.   I realized that these could have been faulty 
assumptions, but I wanted to assure that all selected participants would receive surveys in both 
languages.   The questionnaire was submitted to K-State‟s Institutional Review Board (IRB), and 
it was deemed exempt from further scrutiny regarding human subjects‟ safety as long as 
Informed Consent Agreements were completed by the interviewed respondents and kept on file 
for three years.  
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 Data Collection Procedure 
Before the survey packets were mailed to selected participants, I sent post cards to alert 
identified sample population about survey packets coming in the mail.  The survey packets 
consisted of a cover letter of introduction written in Spanish on one side and English on the other 
side.  The two-page letter made the packet of materials less cumbersome for recipients. The two-
page, bi-lingual survey, was modeled from the initial Southwest County survey, however all 
questions related to disease risk were replaced by questions measuring social connectedness, 
community engagement, and trust.  Participants received the initial packet, and a week later, they 
received a card to encourage completion and the return of survey materials to researcher.  Three 
weeks after the initial mailing, a second reminder was sent.  Initially, response rate was low, so I 
created a new strategy to gain more participation.  I left surveys at the Southwest County 
Cooperative Extension office, at a Mexican-owned business, and gave surveys to a colleague 
who teaches nutrition classes to adults in the county.  Later, I interviewed five women.  Three of 
the women were newly enrolled in the nutrition class and had not received surveys in the mail. 
Two of the five were graduates of the nutrition class and had returned as volunteers. 
 Processing and Coding the Data 
Once the information was gathered through returned mail, classroom collection, and 
community pick up points, I numbered each survey to establish a case number in SPSS.   I used a 
blank survey as a master copy, which would display code numbers, types of data (scale, nominal, 
etc.), independent/dependent variables, and other clues that would help me as I prepared to enter 
data into SPSS.   
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 Measures 
The survey had three sections.  The first section solicited general demographic 
information including zip code (to determine community of residence), family size, which 
included questions about children and their school performance, and about language.   The 
second section included the questions that functioned as the independent variables: age, gender, 
years lived in community, race/ethnicity, educational attainment, and annual household income.  
The third section included questions that functioned as dependent variables.  The questions 
reflected the dimensions of social capital (Easterling et al., 2007; Putnam, 2000b), which 
measured for social connectedness and community engagement. Social connectedness scales 
inquired about social supports, informal social interactions, and inter-personal trust.  The 
community engagement scales probed for involvement in secular and faith-based groups, 
participation in organized activities, and volunteering/giving (Easterling et al., 2007; Putnam, 
2000b).  I designed most of the questions by borrowing ideas from the 2007 social capital study 
completed by research teams from Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health and Wake 
Forest University of Medicine‟s School of Public Policy (Easterling et al., 2007), commissioned 
by Kansas Health Institute and Kansas Health Foundation.  The predictor variables were age, 
gender, race/ethnicity, education, income, and years in community.  Easterling et al. (2007) used 
political ideology, activist politics, and marital status as variables.  I chose to leave political 
involvement and marital status out of this study.    I re-wrote questions to reflect culturally 
appropriate wording especially those for the Spanish translation.   
Concerns have been raised, by researchers, about the validity of bilingual surveys.  Were 
survey items equivalent across linguistic groups?  With the growing interests among researchers 
in understanding Latino attitudes, behaviors, and beliefs, mostly, scholars have had to rely on 
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survey instruments developed for English speaking populations with certain cultural values 
(Pérez, 2009).   Following Pérez‟s (2009) example, I used a default approach developed by 
researchers sampling English and Spanish language study participants called back translation.  I 
developed the survey questions using the back translation approach (Brislin, 1980).  My native 
tongue is English.  After discussing the survey instrument with a colleague who was born and 
educated in Chihuahua, Mexico, where a majority of Southwest Kansas Latinos originate, the 
survey was translated into Spanish assuring for cultural appropriateness.  Once the survey was 
translated into Spanish, it was handed to another colleague who was raised in the United States 
speaking English and Spanish.  She checked for words, structures, and idioms that could be 
unclear to someone of a similar linguistic background.  I am formally trained in Spanish, so as a 
third check; I edited the Spanish translation to assure that the survey was not too colloquial since 
the study was a reflection on Kansas State University, K-State Research and Extension, and on 
me, as a researcher.  When the Spanish translation was finished, the questionnaire went through 
the same process to translate it back to English.  After a few minor adjustments, both linguistic 
renditions of the survey instrument attained a satisfactory level of equivalence (Brislin, 1980; 
Pérez, 2009). 
 Data Analysis 
For this study I used a residential list from the County Sheriff‟s office. This same list was 
used two years ago for a National Science Foundation study on the spread of disease, which was 
completed by Walter Schumm, from the School of Family Studies and Human Services along 
with colleagues from the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering and Department of 
Industrial and Manufacturing Systems Engineering (Scoglio et al., 2010).  Since the disease 
study selected every twentieth (20
th
) residential name for surveying, I began with the 11
th
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household name.  From number 11, I chose every 10
th
 name for the remainder of the list.  The 
results of this process produced 102 household names.  Only a few were recognized as Hispanic 
surnames.  I did not encounter any of the names from the initial study, which meant there was no 
duplication, which was fortunate as I did not want to offer surveys to the same households as the 
previous study for fear of saturation of studies from Kansas State University and some of the 
social capital questions were similar.  In order to ensure adequate sampling of the Hispanic 
population, and because there is a tendency not to answer surveys (Hector Martinez personal 
communication May 10, 2010); it was recommended that I select every recognizable Hispanic 
surname for sampling.  I identified, with the help of a colleague from Mexico, 164 Hispanic 
surnames registered as having a physical address in Southwest County.  That was about 14% of 
the Census count of 1,167 Hispanics reportedly living in Southwest County.  The 102 names 
culled from the counting process, and the 164 Hispanic surnames purposefully selected yielded 
266 total household names identified to receive survey packets.  
The census data reported a 29% population of people who were younger than 18 years of 
age.  That was approximately one quarter of the residents who were not eligible to answer the 
survey. To confirm school age population, Nickel and Oldfield schools (Southwest County) were 
checked for student counts.  Nickel schools had 659 students of whom 33% were Hispanic.  
Oldfield schools had 312 students of whom 49% were Hispanic.  That was approximately 370 
Hispanic school age youth in Southwest County schools, or 32% of total Southwest County 
youth population under the age of 18 years.  Based on those numbers, 164 sampled Hispanic 
households and 102 households identified for analyses were not an under-sampling of 
respondents.   
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Data analysis was guided by the questions: To what extent do Hispanic, compared to 
Anglo (European, White) families in rural Kansas experience different levels of social capital in 
terms of social connectedness and community involvement?  The survey instrument, 
questionnaire, had a mixture of measures.   Answers were coded so that the named categories 
had order (Nardi, 2006). For example, male and female, though dichotomous, were coded so that 
zero (0) was given when the answer was male, and the answer of female was coded as a one (1).  
For ease of analysis in SPSS (SPSS, 2007) nominal measured data, such as race/ethnicity, and 
gender were assigned codes beginning with zero.  Ordinal measures, years of education and the 
dependent variables: BONDCAP3, BRIDGECAP3, and PPLETRUST also were coded 
beginning with zero.  Participants were required to write in two answers: exact age and home zip 
code.  The answers to exact age were re-coded into age categories.  
Once data were coded and entered into SPSS (SPSS, 2007), I ran frequencies, and 
appropriate descriptive statistics to determine “measures of central tendencies and to assess 
whether each variable was really a variable and not a constant in the sample” (Nardi, 2006: p. 6).  
Descriptive statistics also helped organize and summarize data (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2004).  
Standard deviations were checked on both the predictor and outcome variables for variability.  
Seeing that none of the standard deviations were zero (0) and variability ranged from .048920 to 
10.33911, it was determined that the chosen variables warranted further analysis (Ferguson & 
Takane, 2005).  Next,  the need and appropriateness for building multi-item scales, or “pooling 
together” items that measured a common construct, (Easterling, et al, 2007) were determined.  
When several questions targeted the same issue, a final composite score was derived from SPSS 
(SPSS, 2007) based on all the compatible questions (Nardi, 2006).  Items intended for scaling 
featured a Cronbach‟s alpha > 0.60, an indication of adequate or better internal consistency and 
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reliability (Ferguson & Takane, 2005).  Items receiving less than 0.60 Cronbach‟s alpha were 
deemed to have inadequate internal consistency and were not considered for multi-item scales 
(Easterling, et al., 2007).  Once the need for scaling was determined, data analysis continued.    
For this study, several items were good candidates for multi-item scales. They were taken 
from the social capital dimension as displayed in Table 3.3.   
The questions 1) Do you have close friends or people with whom you can confide 
(CLSFRNDS), 2)  How many family members, who do not live with you, do you meet in public 
(FAMBRS), 3) How often in the past year have you either had friends to your home or gone to 
others‟ homes for activities (ENTGOFRN), and 4) How often in the past year have you spent 
time with your friends at parks, stores, restaurants, or other public places (SPNTIME) were 
pooled together and a reliability analysis to check for the appropriateness of a multi-item scale 
was performed in SPSS (SPSS, 2007).  The resultant Cronbach‟s alpha was 0.70.  BONDCAP3 
was made, recoded into three levels, based on approximately even splits between the levels.  
Next, items that made up bridging social capital were checked for another multi-item scale.  
Bridging relationships included those connections outside close friends and family: 1) In how 
many civic organizations or social clubs do you belong (CIVICGRPS); 2) Do you participate in 
the following community activities (COMACTV), and 3) Do you attend any of the following 
organized activities (PARTICIPATE), and 4) Do you volunteer at one of the following places 
(VOLTME)?   The resultant Cronbach‟s alpha was 0.735.  BRIDGECAP3 was computed, 
recoded into three levels, based on approximately even splits between the levels.  No trust scale 
was made since only one question measured for trust: “Do you feel that most people can be 
trusted” (PPLETRST).  Also, exact ages were re-coded into a new variable called, AGERANGE 
for ease in analyses.   The new age-range categories were 18 - 35, 36 - 45, 46 - 55, 56 - 65, and 
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76 - 98.  I did not choose 99 as part of the age ranges since that was the code used for missing 
data. The questions about church attendance and donations were re-coded to CHURCHR3 and 
DONATE3 to make them equivalent to the other measures in terms of the number of ordinal 
categories (3 levels).  The three levels for CHURCHR3 were 0 = no, 1 = Sometimes, and 2 = 
Yes.  The three levels for DONATE3 were 0 = No (any reason), 1 = Seldom/Sometimes, and 2 = 
Often.   
 Descriptive Statistics 
The first analysis of the collected data from Southwest County illustrated an overview of 
the sample population.  Southwest County had three townships, Oldfield, Kepley, and Nickel.  
One respondent actually lived in Funds County, but counted Southwest County as a center of 
trade, work, and living.  Respondents came from Nickel (63 %), Oldfield (33 %), Kepley (3 %), 
and Homer (1 %).  Most (54 %) responded to the original survey packets through the postal 
service.  Alternative sites included classroom (19 %), Southwest County Extension office (16%), 
and The Meat Lockers, a Mexican-owned business (6 %).  There were five face-to-face 
interviews that were like mini focus groups since they were in two small groups of respondents.  
Of the respondents, 55 % answered “yes” to having children at home with 14 % of those children 
not being in school for either being too young or too old for school.  Of the 52 % in school, about 
42 % are performing above average, and13 % were average.  Only one child was failing 
academically, and the remaining 45 % of children living at home were not applicable to the 
performance question, either being too old or too young for school.  In terms of years lived in 
their respective communities, 48 % of respondents have lived in their communities for longer 
than 20 years.  Only 5 % said they had lived in Southwest County for fewer than 12 months.  Of 
the 54% who listed Hispanic as their ethnicity, six of those marked English as the first language.  
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Otherwise, 47 % listed Spanish as the first language.  Household sizes ranged from eight 
respondents who lived alone to four subjects who listed eight or more as living in their 
households.  Of the 91 respondents, 75 % were married.  Marital status for the remainder fell in 
the single, divorced, and/or separated categories.   As far as race of respondents, I decided to use 
Census Bureau classifications of race being separate from ethnicity.  In that, there were 91 
respondents who were White.  Of the 91 White respondents, 49 (54 %) were of Hispanic/Latino 
ethnicity, all of which were likely from Mexico.  According to the U.S. Census, Mexicans are 
white, and the ethnicity is Hispanic/ Latino (Retrieved from 
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/20/2025325.html). 
After frequency distributions were determined, relationships among and between 
variables were sought by running Cross-tabulations, under descriptive statistics in SPSS (SPSS, 
2007).  Chi-squared (χ ²), a non-parametric test for data that are not assumed to be normally 
distributed (Nardi, 2006), was examined to look for significant differences between expected 
frequencies and those frequencies actually observed in each category of the relationship (Nardi, 
2006).  For example, a significance of p < .001 meant that the chance of obtaining the calculated 
χ ² value of, say, 13.36 with 2 degrees of freedom by chance was less than one in one-thousand 
(Abercrombie, Bishop, Bone, Fogle, Helms, Himmelstein, Hughes, Rekers, Snelgrove, & Witt, 
2010).  Chi-squared tests show a conditional relationship of observed results against an expected 
table computed under the null-hypothesis, Ho, (Nardi, 2007).  The chi-squared test was best 
suited for nominal or ordinal variables.  The Pearson‟s r assessed strength of relationships: zero 
to .25 was low, .25 to .60 was moderate, and .60 to 1.0 was strong.  A p < .05 significance level 
indicated rejection of the null hypothesis of no difference or of no relationship between two 
variables, and indicated that there was a statistically significant relationship between two 
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variables (Nardi, 2006).   Following descriptions of data from cross-tabulations that yielded 
significant chi-square values and significant strengths of relationships, regression data will be 
examined. 
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Chapter 4 -Results 
This chapter explores the results of data analyses.  All quantitative data analyses were 
performed using SPSS version 15.0 (SPSS, 2007).  Results from cross-tabulations were outlined 
followed by percentages and explanations of percentages, declared relationships and strengths of 
dependent variables as functions of the independent variables.  Finally, results of regression 
analyses concluded the chapter.  Table 4.01 displays a legend to the labels for the scales that 
made up the five dependent variables and six independent variables. 
 Table 4.01 Legend to Variable Labels 
Bridging Social Capital Scale BRIDGECAP3 
Bonding Social Capital Scale BONDCAP3 
Do You Feel that Most People Can Be Trusted? PPLETRUST 
Do You Attend Church? CHURCHR3 
Do You Donate To the Following Institutions? DONATE3 
What is your Gender? Gender 
What is Your Exact Age? (Age Range Categories) AGERANGE 
What is Your Race/Ethnicity Race/Eth 
What is Your Current Level of Education? EDUC 
What is Your Current Level of Annual Household Income? INCOME 
How Many Years Have You Lived in this Community? YRSLVD 
  
  Hypothesis #1: Social capital that individuals possess differs for men and women. 1a: 
Men will report higher levels of bridging capital than women. 1b: Women will report 
higher levels of bonding capital than men. 1c: Women will report higher levels of trust than 
men.  1d: Men will report higher donations to institutions than women. 1e: Women will 
report more frequent church attendance than men. 
Hypothesis 1a predicted that men would report higher levels of bridging capital than 
women.  However, gender differences were not significant statistically when hypothesis 1a was 
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evaluated using a chi-squared test or Pearson‟s r or Spearman‟s rho.  Data from cross-tabulations 
analysis did not support the hypothesis for gender and bridging social capital with chi-squared 
(χ² = 1.145, n. s.).  The data from the percentages did show some trend that men reported higher 
levels of bonding capital than women, but it was only 3.0 % higher.  These data were not 
reported using a null hypothesis.  Instead data were reported as supporting or not supporting the 
alternative hypotheses.  Hypothesis 1b predicted that women would report higher levels of 
bonding capital than men.  Again, data from cross-tabulations did not support the hypothesis for 
gender and bonding social capital with chi-squared (χ² = 2.473, n. s.).   Percentages from the 
cross-tabulations displayed a greater difference between men and women for bonding social 
capital.  Examination of percentage results in Table 4.02 indicated men were 13 % higher in 
bonding social capital (informal associations) than females. Women were more likely to report 
medium levels of bridging capital, which did not support hypothesis 1b.    Hypothesis 1c 
predicted that women would report higher levels of trust than men.  The chi-squared for trust and 
gender was χ² = 2.463, which was non-significant.  The percentages gave a hint of support to the 
predictions that women trust more than men.  Women trusted sometimes approximately 5 % 
more than men, but women were about 10 % less trusting than men when reporting almost 
always for Most people can be trusted (PPLETRST).  Hypothesis 1d predicted that men would 
report higher donations to institutions than women.  The chi-squared for gender and donating 
was χ² = 5.83, which was non-significant.  In the ability to donate to institutions, the percentages 
did indicate that women were less likely to donate to institutions when responding to often.  
However, women led men in donating sometimes.  Please note that I did not add tables when 
results were not statistically significant.    
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 Table 4.02 BRIDGECAP3*Gender               BONDCAP3*Gender 
Gender Male Female  Total Crosstabs Male Female Total Crosstabs 
Low 
n = 15   
34.0 % 
n = 6   
27.0 % 
n = 21    
22.0 % 
χ² = 1.145 
df = 2 
p=.566 
n = 11   
29.0 % 
n = 22   
42.0 % 
n = 33    
37.0 % 
χ² = 2.473 
df = 2 
p=.290 
Med. 
n = 12 
32.0 % 
n = 22 
42.0 % 
n = 34 
38.0 % 
r= .024 
p>.05 
rho= .023 
p>.05 
n=14 
37.0 % 
n=19 
37.0  % 
n=33 
37.0 % 
r= -.165 
p>.05 
rho= -.165 
p>.05 
High 
n=13   
34.0 % 
n=16   
31.0 % 
n=29    
32.0 % 
 
n=13   
34.0 % 
n=11   
21.0 % 
n=24    
27.0 % 
 
Total 
n=38   
42.0 % 
n=52   
58.0 % 
n=90 
100 % 
 
n=38   
42.0 % 
n=52   
58.0 % 
n=90 
100 % 
 
 
Hypothesis 1e predicted that women would report more frequent church attendance than 
men.  Table 4.03 illustrated the only statistically significant support for the hypothesis that social 
capital differs for men and women.  Women were more likely to attend church than men.  The 
data from cross-tabulations percentages showed that women attended church nearly 30% more 
than men.  The chi-squared (χ² = 10.8, df = 1, p < .002) was statically significant.  Church is 
considered a formal association, which is bridging capital (Putnam, 2000a).  This outcome could 
be seen as yet another area of non-support of prediction 1a.  
 Table 4.03 CHURCHR3*Gender 
Gender Male Female  Total Crosstabs 
No n = 15   
40.0 % 
n = 6   
11.0 % 
n = 21    
22.0 % 
χ² =10.8 
df = 1 
p < .002 
Yes n = 23   
62.0 % 
n = 50   
89.0 % 
n = 73    
78.0 % 
r= .339 
p < .001 
rho= .339 
p <.002 
Total n = 38   
40.0 % 
n = 56   
60.0 % 
n = 94    
100.0 % 
 
 
Hypothesis #2:  Hypothesis #2:  Social capital differs as a function of ages of the 
respondents with higher levels for those between 56 and 65 years of age compared to those 
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of both younger or older ages who are expected to report lower levels of bridging capital, 
bonding capital, trust, donations, and church attendance. 
Hypothesis 1a predicted that people who are between 56 and 65 years of age would enjoy 
the most social connectedness and community engagement, forms of bridging social capital. 
Cross-tabulations in SPSS (SPSS, 2007) with age ranges as the independent variable with the 
dependent variables BRIDGECAP3, BONDCAP3, and CHURCHR3 did not show statistical 
significance or support for hypothesis, 2a, that age would predict social capital in terms of social 
connectedness and community engagement. The percentages indicated that ages 36 - 55 enjoyed 
medium levels of social capital (36 % - 46 %).  The percentages partially supported the 
prediction in the hypothesis that people in the 56 to 65 age range enjoyed high social capital 
when it was actually a wider spread.  Age ranges 46 to 65 reported high levels of at 40 % to      
46 %.  Most respondents reporting low levels of bridging and bonding capital were in the 36 to 
45 years of age range.  Fifty-two percent (52%) of respondents, 36-45 age range, reported low 
levels of bonding social capital.  Respondents in the 56-65 age ranges reported medium to high 
levels of bridging and bonding social capital, which supported the predictions in the hypothesis 
that people in the 56 to 65 age range enjoyed the most social connectedness and community 
engagement.  Statistical support for the hypothesis was seen in the cross-tabulations where 
PPLETRST and DONATE3 indicated relationships with age ranges.  The chi-squared test with 
PPLETRST as dependent variable was not statistically significant with p > .05.  However, the 
Pearson‟s r was significant (p < .03) as was the Spearman‟s rho (p < .02), which supported a 
linear relationship between age and trust.  Sixty percent (60 %) of respondents in the 36 - 45 age 
range reported seldom/sometimes for the question Most people can be trusted. The age ranges 46 
to 65 responded 40 - 46% to almost always trusting people.  Interestingly, those in the 66 – 75 
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age range responded 33 % and 67 % to seldom/sometimes and almost always, as illustrated in 
Table 4.04. 
 Table 4.04 Trust*Age Range 
Age Range 18-35 36-45  46-55 56-65 66-75 76-89 Total Crosstabs 
Never n = 2   
10.0 % 
n = 4   
16.0 % 
n = 1   
8.0 % 
n = 0 
0.0 % 
n = 0 
0.0 % 
n = 1 
11.0 % 
n = 8 
9.0 % 
χ² =10.31 
df = 10 
p=.414  
Seldom/ 
Sometimes 
n = 15 
71.0 % 
n = 15 
60.0 % 
n = 6 
46.0 % 
n = 9 
60.0 % 
n = 2 
33.0 % 
n = 4 
44.0 % 
n = 51 
57.0 % 
r= .235 
p=.028 
rho= .252 
p=.018 
Almost 
Always 
n = 4   
19.0 % 
n = 6  
24.0 % 
n = 6    
46.0 % 
n = 6    
40.0 % 
n = 4 
67.0 %    
n = 4  
44.0 %   
n = 30 
34.0 %   
 
Total n = 21   
24.0 % 
n = 25   
28.0 % 
n = 13 
15.0 %   
n = 15    
17.0 % 
n = 6    
7.0 % 
n = 9    
10.0 % 
n = 89    
100 % 
 
 
Cross-tabulations for the independent variable AGERANGE and dependent variable 
DONATE3 yielded a statistically significant chi-squared test (χ² =21.90, df = 10, and p < .02).  It 
also supported the hypothesis that social capital would differ across age ranges.  However 
percentages in Table 4.05 did not support the specific prediction of hypothesis 1a.  It was the age 
range 36-45 that had higher percentages among groups with at least ten respondents to 
percentages in sometimes and often to the question; Do you donate to the following institutions?  
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 Table 4.05 DONATE3*AgeRange 
Age Range 18-35 36-45  46-55 56-65 66-75 76-89 Total Crosstabs 
No n = 5   
21.0 % 
n = 1   
4.0 % 
n = 1   
7.0 % 
n = 2 
13.0% 
n = 0 
0.0 % 
n = 1 
11.0 % 
n =10 
11.0 % 
χ² =21.90 
df = 10 
p=.016 
Sometimes n = 11 
46.0 % 
n = 14 
54.0 % 
n = 2 
14.0 % 
n = 2 
13.0 % 
n = 0 
0.0 % 
n = 2 
22.0 % 
n = 31 
33.0 % 
r= .287 
p=.005 
rho= 
.348 
p=.003 
Often n = 8  
33.0 % 
n = 11 
42.0 % 
n = 11    
79.0 % 
n = 11    
73.0 % 
n = 6 
100 %    
n = 6 
67.0 %   
n = 53 
56.0 %   
 
Total n = 24   
26.0 % 
n = 26   
28.0 % 
n = 14 
15.0 %   
n = 15    
16.0 % 
n = 6    
6.0 % 
n = 9    
10.0 % 
n = 94    
100 % 
 
 
Hypothesis #3:  Social capital differs as a function of race and ethnicity. 3a: 
Hispanics report higher levels of bonding capital than Anglos.  3b: Anglos report higher 
levels of bridging capital than Hispanics. 3c: Anglos report higher levels of trust than 
Hispanics. 3d: Anglos report higher levels of donations than Hispanics. 3e: Hispanics 
report higher levels of church attendance than Anglos.  
Race/ethnicity appeared to be the one independent variable that predicted a significant 
relationship to each of the dependent variables.  Hypothesis 3a predicted that Hispanics would 
report higher levels of bonding capital than Anglos.  Percentages from the cross-tabulations 
(SPSS, 2007) with independent variable race/ethnicity and dependent variables BRIDGECAP3 
and BONDCAP3 indicated that more Hispanics were in the low range for bridging and bonding 
social capital.  That meant respondents had fewer bridging associations that took them from 
immediate friends and family to “outside” groups.  However, in terms of medium levels of social 
capital (bridging), Hispanics responded almost twice as much as Whites, to higher levels of 
bonding relationships, which supported hypothesis, 3a.  Hypothesis 3b predicted that Anglos 
would report higher levels of bridging capital than Hispanics, which was supported since Whites 
55 
 
led Hispanics in percentages of social connectedness and community engagement, which are 
forms of bridging capital.  That supported hypotheses, 3b. The chi-squared tests for bonding and 
bridging social capital supported the hypothesis of differences between the Anglo and Hispanic 
groups of respondents. The relationships are illustrated in Table 4.06. 
 Table 4.06 BRIDGECAP3*Race/Ethnicity   BONDCAP3*Race/Ethnicity 
R/E White Hispanic Total Crosstabs White Hispanic Total Crosstabs 
Low 
n = 7   
17.0% 
n = 20   
41.0% 
n = 27    
30.0 % 
χ² =13.36 
df = 2 
p=.002 
n = 8   
20.0 % 
n = 25  
51.0 % 
n = 33    
37.0 % 
χ² =10.83 
df = 2 
p=.005 
Med. 
n = 13 
32.0 % 
n = 21 
43.0 % 
n = 34 
38.0 % 
r= -.370 
p=.001 
rho= -.371 
p=.001 
n = 17   
42.0 % 
n = 16   
33.0 % 
n = 33 
37.0 % 
r= -.342 
p= .002 
rho= -.334 
p=.002 
High 
n = 21   
51.0 % 
n = 8   
16.0 % 
n = 29    
32.0 % 
 
n = 16   
39.0 % 
n = 8   
16.0 % 
n = 24    
27.0 % 
 
Total 
n = 41   
46.0 % 
n = 49   
54.0 % 
n = 90 
100 % 
 
n = 41   
46.0 % 
n = 49   
54.0 % 
n = 90 
100 % 
 
 
Hypothesis 3c predicted that Anglos would report higher levels of trust than Hispanics.  
Hypothesis 3d predicted that Anglos would report higher levels of donations than Hispanics. 
Trust (PPLETRST) and donating to institutions (DONATE3) were measured to compare Anglo 
and Hispanic populations. For trust, the chi-squared test was significant (χ² = 8.10, df  = 2,  p < 
.05).  Percentages showed that Hispanics were more likely to trust people sometimes as 
compared to Anglos.  Conversely, Anglos were twice as likely to trust people almost always as 
Hispanics.  Reasons for that will be discussed later in this chapter.  The chi-squared test for 
donating money to institutions also showed support for the hypothesis.  Donating money was 
considered by Putnam (2000a) as a form of bridging social capital since it showed collective 
action for the good of a community.  In the case of donating, institutions were considered 
communities-of-interest or groups of people.  The percentages showed that Whites and Hispanics 
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tied in answering “no” to Do you donate to the following institutions?” Hispanics led Anglos in 
answering seldom/sometimes. Out of a valid sample of 95 respondents, 23 Hispanics and 31 
Anglos answered often to the donating question.   It did not appear to be a widely spread 
difference.  Interestingly, Hispanics led Anglos in church attendance, also a result discussed in 
the qualitative narrative. 
 Hypothesis 3e predicted that Hispanics would report higher levels of church attendance 
than Anglos.  Church attendance appeared to be of great importance to the burgeoning Hispanic 
population of Southwest County.   Mostly Catholic, Hispanics were pleasantly surprised to find 
that western Kansas had plenty of Catholic churches where Spanish-language masses were 
common (Angelica, personal communication, March 1, 2011).   From the data, Anglo 
respondents were twice as likely as Hispanics to answering “no” to Do you attend church?  Of 
Hispanic respondents 87% answered “yes” to church attendance.  That supported the prediction 
in hypothesis 3e.  Table 4.07 displayed results of the cross-tabulations (SPSS, 2007).   
 Table 4.07 CHURCHR3*Race/Ethnicity 
R/E Anglo Hispanic   Total Crosstabs 
No n = 14  
34.0 % 
n = 7   
13.0 % 
n = 21    
22.0 % 
χ² =5.84 
df = 1 
p=.017 
Yes n = 27   
66.0 % 
n = 46   
87.0 % 
n = 73    
78.0 % 
r= .249 
p=.016 
rho= .249 
p=.016 
Total n = 41   
44.0 % 
n = 53   
56.0 % 
n = 94    
100.0 % 
 
 
Hypothesis #4: Social capital differs as a function of educational attainment. 4a: 
Respondents with higher levels of education report lower levels of bonding capital than 
those with lower levels of education.  4b: Respondents with higher levels of education 
report higher levels of bridging capital than those with lower levels of education. 4c: 
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Respondents with higher levels of education report higher levels of trust than those with 
lower levels of education. 4d: Respondents with higher levels of education report higher 
levels of donations that those with lower levels of education.  4e: Respondents with higher 
levels of education report lower levels of church attendance that those with lower levels of 
education.   
Educational attainment was a predictor of varying levels of social capital.  Hypothesis 4a 
predicted that respondents with higher levels of educational attainment would report lower levels 
of bonding capital than those with lower educational attainment.  Hypothesis 4b predicted that 
respondents with higher levels of education would report higher levels of bridging capital than 
those with lower levels of education.  The independent variable EDUC and the dependent 
variables of BRIDGECAP3 and BONDCAP3 were analyzed using cross-tabulations.  While both 
dependent variables tested with the independent variable were statistically significant (bridging: 
χ² = 24.91, df = 10, p < .002; bonding: χ² = 20.25, df = 10, p < .03 for showing relationships, the 
percentages were more interesting.  As expected, respondents with less than 8
th
 grade education 
most often reported no social connectedness or community engagement. However, respondents 
who reported less than 8
th
 education were more likely to report medium levels of social contacts 
and engagement in organized activities in the community.  In fact, 41% of those with less than 
8
th
 grade reported medium levels social capital as compared to those with a college degree who 
only made up 14 %.  People with some college enjoyed highest levels of bridging social capital.   
People with some high school and high school diplomas reported high levels of bonding social 
capital, but it peaked with those who had some college.  The percentages did not support the 
hypothesis that higher educational attainment was related to bridging social capital.  Table 4.08 
illustrates the results of cross-tabulations.  Please note that BRIDGECAP3 is denoted with 
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capital B, and BONDCAP3 is lower-case b in the rows.  Numbers of responses precede the 
percentage with a forward slash (11/13.0 %). 
 Table 4.08 EDUC*BRIDGECAP3 and BONDCAP3 
 <8th Grade Some HS HS/GED Some  
College 
College 
Degree 
Graduate 
Degree 
Total Crosstabs 
Low         B 
                b 
11/13.0 % 
16/73.0 % 
3/3.0 % 
3/19.0 % 
7/8.0 % 
3/19.0 % 
3/3.0 % 
5/28.0 % 
 
 
1/1.0 % 
2/22.0 % 
1/1.0 % 
3/43.0 % 
 
 
 
26/30.0 % 
32/36.0 % 
Bridging 
χ²=24.91 
df = 10 
p< .002 
Medium   B 
                 b 
9/41 % 
4/18.0 % 
10/63.0 % 
7/44.0 % 
5/31.0 % 
44.0 % 
6/33.0 % 
50.0 % 
2/22.0 % 
3/33.0 % 
1/14.0 % 
2/29.0 % 
33/38.0 % 
32/36.0 % 
Bonding 
χ²=20.25 
df=10   
p< .03 
High        B 
                b 
2/9.0 % 
2/9.0 % 
3/19.0 % 
6/38.0 % 
4/25.0 % 
6/38.0 % 
9/50.0 % 
4/22.0 % 
6/67.0 % 
4/44.0 % 
5/71.0 % 
2/29.0% 
29/33.0 % 
24/27.0 % 
 
 
 
Total       B 
                b 
22/25.0 % 
22/25.0 % 
16/18.0 % 
16/18.0 % 
16/18.0 % 
16/18.0 % 
18/21.0 % 
18/21.0 % 
9/10.0 % 
9/10.0 % 
7/8.0 % 
7/8.0 % 
n = 88 
n = 88 
100% 
 
 
 
 
Hypothesis 4c predicted that respondents with higher levels of education would report 
higher levels of trust than those with lower levels of education.  Hypothesis 4e predicted that 
respondents with higher levels of education would report lower levels of church attendance that 
those with lower levels of education.  There was no impressive evidence that education was 
related to trust or church attendance, so those relationships were not illustrated in a table.  In 
terms of trust, people with lower educational attainment (< 8
th
 grade) were more likely to answer 
sometimes and almost always to the question Most people can be trusted than respondents with 
college and/or graduate degrees.  However, in these analyses, the most interesting results were an 
association of the independent variable EDUC tested with dependent variable DONATE3.  
Hypothesis 4d predicted that respondents with higher levels of education would report higher 
levels of donations that those with lower education.  Figure 4.09 indicates that respondents with 
less than 8
th
 grade educations were more likely to answer “yes” to the question; Do you donate to 
the following institutions? Respondents with a high school diploma or some college were the 
most likely to donate to institutions.  Donating to institutions was considered by Putnam (200a) 
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as bridging social capital, so the results did not support the hypothesis that higher social capital 
would be predicted by higher educational attainment. The chi-squared showed a trend toward 
significance (χ² = 18.03, df  = 10, p <  .06).  However, both Pearson‟s r= .260 (p < .02), and 
Spearman‟s rho= .304 (p < .005) indicated a positive, linear relationship between social capital 
and educational attainment.   
 Table 4.09 BRIDGECAP3*DONATE3 
Donate <8
th
 
Grade 
Some HS HS/GED Some 
College 
College 
Degree 
Grad Total 
No n = 2 
8.0 % 
n = 2 
13.0 % 
n = 1 
6.0 % 
n = 3 
17.0 % 
n = 1 
10.0 % 
n = 0 
.0 % 
n = 9 
10.0 % 
Sometimes n = 14 
58.0 % 
n = 7 
44.0 % 
n = 3 
17.0  % 
n = 4 
22.0 % 
n = 1 
10.0 % 
n = 1 
14.0 % 
n = 30 
32.0 % 
Often n = 8 
33.0 % 
n = 7 
44.0 % 
n =14 
78.0 % 
n =11 
61.0 % 
n = 8 
80.0 % 
n = 6 
86.0 % 
n = 54 
58.0 % 
Total n = 25 
26.0 % 
n = 16 
17.0 % 
n = 18 
19.0 % 
n = 18 
19.0 % 
n = 10 
11.0 % 
n = 7 
8.0 % 
n = 93 
100 % 
 
Hypothesis #5 Social capital differs as a function of household income.  5a: 
Respondents with higher levels of income report lower levels of bonding capital than those 
with lower levels of income. 5b: Respondents with higher levels of income report higher 
levels of bridging capital than those with lower levels of income. 5c: Respondents with 
higher levels of income report higher levels of trust than those with lower levels of income. 
5d: Respondents with higher levels of income report higher levels of donations than those 
with lower levels of income.  5e: Respondents with higher levels of income report lower 
levels of church attendance than those with lower levels of income. 
When predictions were made relating annual income to bridging social capital, it was not 
hard to imagine that more wealth would mean access to a wider range of resources.  Next to 
race/ethnicity, income as an independent variable showed the most support for the hypothesis 
when analyzed with the dependent variables.  Surprisingly, results of the chi-squared analysis 
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showed that income did not predict church attendance.  Those that answered “yes” to, Do you 
attend church? rose steadily from < $12,000 and peaked at $25,000-$49,99 then declined by half 
at $50,000 or more. Respondents who earned $12,000 - $24,999 were more likely to attend 
church than those who earned $50,000 or more.  That same category ($12,000 - $24,999) of 
respondents also reported more medium levels of bridging social capital (moderate social 
connectedness and community involvement), were more likely to trust others, possessed more 
bonding social capital, and answered sometimes to the donation to institutions question.  That 
does not support the hypothesis that people with higher incomes have high bridging social 
capital.  Actually it did support that people with lower incomes have high bonding social capital, 
though the percentages showed a trend toward bridging social capital.  Table 4.10 illustrated 
donating and the relationship to income.  The statistically significant chi-squared results support 
the hypothesis, but the predictions were not supported as the results showed that respondents 
with the highest incomes were less likely to donate, trust, and attend church.     
 
 Table 4.10 Donate3*Income 
Income <12K 12k-24,999 25K-49,999 50K or > Total Crosstabs 
No n = 3 
23.0 % 
 
n = 4 
16.0 % 
 
n = 2 
5.0 % 
 
n = 1 
6.0 % 
 
n = 10 
11.0 % 
 
χ² 29.29 
df=6 
p < .001 
Sometimes n = 9 
69.0 % 
 
n = 12 
48.0 % 
 
n = 8 
21.0 % 
 
n = 1 
6.0 % 
 
n = 30 
32.0 % 
 
r=.486 
p < .001 
rho= .521 
p < .001 
Often n = 1 
8.0 % 
n = 9 
36.0 % 
n = 29 
74.0 % 
n =15 
88.0 % 
n = 54 
57.0 % 
 
Total n = 13 
14.0 % 
n = 25 
27.0 % 
n = 39 
42.0 % 
 
n =17 
18.0 % 
 
n = 94 
100 % 
 
 
 
Hypothesis #6:  Social capital differs as a function of how many years respondents 
have lived in the local community.  6a: Respondents who have lived in the local community 
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for more years report lower levels of bonding capital than those with fewer years.  6b: 
Respondents who have lived in the local community for more years report higher levels of 
bridging capital than those with fewer years.  6c: Respondents who have lived in the local 
community for more years report higher levels of trust than those with fewer years. 6d: 
Respondents who have lived in the local community for more years report higher levels of 
donations that those with fewer years.  6e: Respondents who have lived in the local 
community for more years report lower levels of church attendance than those with fewer 
years. 
The years that respondents lived in their communities were not related to any of the 
dependent variables statistically.  Statistical analyses did not support the hypothesis that people 
with fewer years in a community related to bonding social capital.  Nor was the hypothesis of 
more years in a community supported for bridging social capital as a dependent variable.  
However, donating to institutions was considered an attribute of bridging social capital by 
Putnam (2000a).  In that sense, the prediction in the hypothesis was supported as illustrated in 
Table 4.11.  The percentages showed some interesting trends.  Respondents who lived in 
Southwest County 1-5 years were more likely to donate sometimes than others who had lived 
there longer.  Those donating often were respondents who lived 5-15 years and more than 20 
years. Donating was an attribute of bridging social capital, which meant that the hypothesis was 
supported by the percentages and the relationship was supported by the chi-squared test.   
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 Table 4.11 Donate3* Years Lived 
Yrslvd <12Mos 1-5 Yrs 5-15 Yrs 16-20Yrs >20 Yrs Total Crosstabs 
No n = 0 
0 % 
 
n = 4 
17.0 % 
 
n = 2 
9.0 % 
 
n = 1 
13.0 % 
 
n = 3 
8.0 % 
 
n = 10 
11.0 % 
 
χ² 18.4 
df = 8 
p < .018 
Sometimes n = 3 
60.0 % 
 
n = 13 
57.0 % 
 
n = 7 
32.0 % 
 
n = 3 
38.0 % 
 
n = 5 
14.0 % 
 
n = 31 
33.0 % 
 
 r= .302 
p = .003 
rho = .355 
p < .001 
Often n = 2 
40.0 % 
n = 6 
26.1 % 
n = 13 
59.0 % 
n = 4 
50.0 % 
n = 29 
78.0 % 
n = 54 
57.0 % 
 
Total n = 5 
5.0 % 
n = 23 
24.0 % 
n = 22 
23.0 % 
n = 8 
8.0 % 
n = 37 
39.0 % 
n = 95 
100 % 
 
  Regression Analyses 
Multiple regression analyses, using ordinary least squares (OLS) techniques, were used to 
assess the relative direct contributions of independent variables to the prediction of the 
dependent variables (Nardi, 2006).  The process analyzed the relationships among the 
independent and dependent variables.   Table 4.12 illustrates the results of the analysis.  The 
adjusted R
2 
indicates the proportion of variance in the dependent variable that is explained by the 
combined impact of the independent variables (Abercrombie et al., 2010).  The p value in the 
ANOVA table from the SPSS (2007) printout, when significant, permits the researcher to 
consider the significance levels of the standardized coefficients for each independent variable.  If 
the overall ANOVA is not statistically significant, then it is questionable whether the 
significance levels of the standardized coefficients for the independent variables should be 
accepted, even if they appear to be significant statistically (Schumm, personal communication, 
April 20, 2011).   
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 Table 4.12 Results of Linear Regressions Using the Enter Method 
 BridgeCap3 
n = 86 
Adj.  
R
2 
= .175 
BondCap3 
n = 86 
Adj.  
R
2 
= .063 
Trust 
n = 86 
Adj. 
R
2 
=.042 
CHURCHR3 
n = 90 
Adj. 
R
2 
=.126 
Donate3 
n = 91 
Adj. 
R
2 
=.241 
Gender beta = .145 
p < 0.180 
beta = -.091 
p = 0.430 
beta = -.045 
p = 0.697 
beta = .410 
p = 0.000 
beta = .021 
p = 0.826 
Age Range beta = .004 
p = 0.976 
beta = -.030 
p = 0.824 
beta = .115 
p = 0.395 
beta = .296 
p = 0.015 
beta = .192 
p < 0.087 
Race/Eth beta = -.112 
p = 0.410 
beta = -.265 
p = 0.071 
beta = -.116 
p= 0.431 
beta = .449 
p = 0.001 
beta = .192 
p = 0.113 
EDUC beta = .292 
p = 0.019 
beta = .000 
p = 0.995 
beta = -.025 
p = 0.849 
beta = .070 
p=0.548 
beta = .091 
p = 0.407 
Income beta = .156 
p = 0.186 
beta = .089 
p = 0.479 
beta = .192 
p = 0.132 
beta = .046 
p = 0.669 
beta = .483 
p = 0.000 
YrsLvd beta =.083 
p  =  0.511 
beta = .043 
p = 0.751 
beta = -.012 
p = 0.931 
beta = .136 
p = 0.225 
beta=.143 
p = 0.202 
 
The bold print in the table highlights the significant relationships.  Bridging capital, 
where respondents reported social interaction, community engagement, and volunteerism was 
predicted significantly only by educational attainment.   None of the independent variables 
predicted bonding interactions (those with family and close friends).  However, race/ethnicity did 
show some trend toward significance (highlighted in grey) at p < .10 (.071).  The question about 
trust (Do you feel that most people can be trusted?) did not appear to have significant 
relationships with any independent variable, and there were no trends.  Church attendance was 
predicted significantly by Gender (p < .001), Age (p < .02), and Race/Ethnicity (p < .002).  Age 
range and donating money to institutions showed a trend toward significance with a p < .10.  
Income showed a robust moderate prediction of income at nearly 50 %.   From the fourth 
hypothesis that education would predict levels of community engagement, social interactions, 
and volunteerism was supported in the regression analysis.  Gender, age range, and race/ethnicity 
all showed moderate strengths in predicting church attendance, which is high community 
engagement or bridging capital.  As might be expected, income predicted donations significantly 
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(b = .48, p < .001), which concluded the quantitative analyses.  Further support for the 
quantitative data was found in the interviews that made up the qualitative narrative.  
 Qualitative Analysis 
Since much of the social capital literature has pointed to minorities, specifically 
Hispanics, as not having high levels of social capital, the purpose of the qualitative interviews 
was to assess whether or not there was racial bias in the survey instrument.  The interviews also 
offered the opportunity to learn more about a population that had been excluded from much of 
the social capital literature.  The process used for the qualitative narrative was to ask the subjects 
the questions from the survey and then listen for further comments or explanations.   
For this study, face-to-face interviews were completed with five women living in 
Southwest County.  Each of the five women were married or living with a long time partner.  All 
five women were from Mexico and had been living in the United States from 2.5 to more than 15 
years.  The interview experience resembled that of a focus group because the women met with 
the researcher at the same time for the interviews.  The first of the two “focus groups” took place 
in one home.  The women were neighbors, and they wanted to participate together, so they met 
in one home. Contacts were made through a colleague, Bertha, a K-State Expanded Food and 
Nutrition (EFNEP) educator.  Some of the women were new to the EFNEP class and had heard 
about the survey from other people in the town.  The remaining women in the interviews had 
returned to the EFNEP program to volunteer.  All women had requested participation.   After 
greeting Bertha and me with kisses on the cheeks, we sat down around a table, and I set up 
recording equipment borrowed from the local public radio station.  When asked why each agreed 
to meet with me for interviews, all answered, “We trust Bertha, so we trust you.”  Each woman 
expressed fear of saying anything that could be traced back to them.  I told them I would change 
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their names for confidentiality.  I asked for suggested names.  Martha said, “All Americans think 
our names are Maria, so call us Maria with a number added.”  Not wanting to be a cliché “ugly 
American” who assumes that all Hispanic women are named, “Maria”, I asked for permission to 
change their names to coincide with numbers beginning from one counting from left to right.    
Hence, #1 was Martha, #2 Jesse, and #3 Vera.  They all had agreed to the names.  The women 
gave proper names and signatures on the Informed Consent required by IRB.  The second 
interviews took place in another home located in the country on a farm 10 miles from a 
township.  The two women in this focus group agreed to the names, (#4) Angelica, and (#5) 
Juana.   We were treated to a fine luncheon at the second site, which was Angelica‟s home.  The 
meal consisted of vegetable egg omelets and accompanying “quesadilla” or grilled cheese 
sandwich made with corn tortillas.  The meal was followed by a choice of fresh fruit from a bowl 
in the center of the table.  References to each interviewee will be noted with the codes, Martha, 
Jesse, Vera, Angelica, and Juana from this point forward.  Lastly, the interviews were recorded 
in Spanish with simultaneous English interpretations for later reference.  The transcripts for the 
interviews were written in English and posted Appendix B of this document. 
 Qualitative Demographics 
     Of the five women participating in the interviews/focus groups, all were from Mexico 
and counted Spanish as their first languages, though three spoke English very well.  Only Juana 
reported that she could write English.  She also happened to be the only one with a college 
education. The demographics were mixed in terms of age, educational differences, and years 
lived in the county and the United States.   Please note there are two instances in which more 
than two adults are listed as living in the home.  It was explained that extra adults in households 
are a common occurrence in immigrant households for two reasons.  “There are not a lot of 
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homes available for rent in these small towns, and we try to save money by sharing housing with 
other adults who are single,” said Juana, who had another male living with her and her husband.  
She said both men work at the beef processing plant in Yennif County, and they share a ride to 
go to work, too.  In Martha‟s case, the two extra adults were her and her husband‟s children who 
still live at home but are not in school, which is also common in this population‟s homes.  “We 
don‟t want our children to leave if or when they finish high school unless they get married”, said 
Martha.  She also added that there is a fear, among most of the people she knows, to send their 
children away to college after high school, because they do not know what will happen to them 
once they are in “strange towns” (personal communication, March 1, 2011).   That comment took 
us to a conversation about school attendance and the importance of getting their children 
educated.  Jessie said that when people lived in remote, rural regions, it was hard to go to school 
unless families had money for the uniforms and the transportation.  Most did not have that 
money; so many children did not go to school, which included the women sitting before me 
(Jesse, personal communication, March 1, 2011).  Table 4.13 illustrates a general overview of 
interview respondents.  
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 Table 4.13 Demographics from Interviews/Focus Groups. 
Respondent Age Annual 
Income 
Education YrsLvd Jobs Children Adults at 
this 
address 
Martha 46 $25-49K < 8
th
 grade 5 years Home Two: 
 15, 11 
Four: 
46, 57, 21, 
19 
Jesse 31 $25-49K < 8
th
 grade 12 years Home One: 10 Two: 
30, 31 
Vera 37 $25-49K High school 2.5 year Self-
employed 
Two:  
12, 18 
Two:  
40, 37 
Angelica 32 $25-49K High school 10 years Home Three: 
1, 5, 10 
Two: 
32, 34 
Juana 34 >  $50k College degree from 
Mexico in Business 
Administration 
> 15 years Self-
employed 
Two: 6,9 Three: 
34, 39, 39 
 
 Clearly, the women who participated in the interviews were diverse in terms of education 
and the years they had lived in Southwest County.  One thing they had in common was their 
involvement in EFNEP.  Three had “graduated” from the EFNEP program, and two had 
continued as volunteers.  In their volunteer capacities, they recruit other families into the 
program, they help set up food demonstrations, and they clean up when class is finished.  “We 
also trade off as babysitters while the new students are in class,” said Vera.   When asked if they 
considered themselves part of the mainstream community, each agreed that participation in 
community activities was very important.   Martha added her point of view on community 
involvement. 
We love it here, but we try not to be too involved in the community, because there is a 
fear of push-back because my language is not good.  The teachers at the school intimidate 
me.  I think Anglo people think we don‟t care about our children‟s education because we 
don‟t do a lot at school.  We don‟t always understand the directions when we are at the 
schools, so we stand to the side so that we don‟t do things wrong.   My English is not that 
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good, and sometime the people don‟t try to understand me, so I stay quiet (personal 
communication, March 1, 2011).   
 The most common form of community involvement was participation in church and its 
weekly activities.  That greatly supported the hypotheses that gender and race/ethnicity predicted 
social capital, church being an attribute of bridging social capital.  Church attendance was an 
important factor in building relationships and participating in community activities (Putnam, 
1993, 1995, & 2000a).   In the two homes where the interviews/mini focus groups took place, 
altars in the main living spaces were conspicuous.  The EFNEP teacher, Bertha, noted that it is a 
common practice to have prayer altars in the homes.  She added that many of the immigrants are 
Catholic (Mendoza, personal communication, March 1, 2011).  The regression analysis was also 
supported by the interviews since gender, age, and race/ethnicity did predict church attendance.  
Next, I asked about volunteering. 
According to Robert Putnam (1993, 1995, & 2000a) one of the hallmarks of bridging 
social capital was volunteering.  The women echoed one another when asked about volunteering 
for community organizations.  “We offer a lot of work to our church, and we go to the school to 
help at meal times, at recess times, and we walk children to and from school that are not 
necessarily our own children,” said Angelica.  All five women said they volunteer for church, 
school, and perform work for neighbors at least once a week. “We go to the school Monday 
through Friday,” said Vera.  Martha, who has two older children living at home, said since she 
also has two younger ones in schools, the older children often walk the younger ones to school 
for her.  “That‟s just what we do,” she added.  Juana said, “We help the teachers with students 
who are just learning English, too.”  Vera added, “I‟m not sure we are helping for the benefit of 
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the schools.  We want to make sure our children are safe.”  That comment took us into a 
discussion about trust. 
 Trust was another characteristic of social capital.  According to John Field (2003), survey 
data from the General Social Survey showed that 44 % of Whites say that “most people can be 
trusted” while those numbers are lower for people of color: Blacks, 16 % and nearly 27 % for 
people from races other than White.  Did this group of women fall into the category of ethnic 
Whites who say “no” to “most people can be trusted”?  The answer is, “no”.   Each woman said 
that she believed that most people can be trusted.  “It‟s hard to say that when I know that many 
people here in the United States do not trust us and do not want us here.” When asked about trust 
of local law enforcement, Martha said, “Aye! I don‟t trust them very much.  They never treated 
me nice.” She told the story of riding with a friend to a gas station/convenience store to fill up 
the car.  The friend‟s child had a toy water gun on the seat of the car.  She said no one was 
playing with the toy gun.  It just sat on the back seat.  “The lady looked in the car and saw the 
pink water gun and called the police to tell them we had a gun.”   The police came, and 
questioned Martha, her friend, and the child.  Martha reported that she and her friend did not feel 
comfortable enough (linguistically) to speak to the officer, so they asked for an interpreter.  An 
interpreter was not available to them.  In the end, the women and the child were banned from the 
gas station/convenience store.  Martha said, “We come to the U.S. to escape extreme poverty, 
little opportunity for education, and a corrupt government.  Sure it‟s not always pleasant because 
we know people don‟t want us here, but we think it‟s better especially if we work hard.”  Martha, 
Vera, and Juana all agreed that perhaps trust will come later.  “We just have to work hard, 
improve our English, and be invisible for now,” said Vera.  Next, we spoke about donating 
money.   
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 Regressions showed that income was the strongest predictor of donating money  
(p < .001).  Donating to community organizations and institutions is another one of Putnam‟s 
(1993, 1996, and 2000a) measurements of community engagement.  Interestingly, he only 
measured formal giving as proxy for bridging social capital.  I asked the women in the focus 
groups how they would have answered the written survey when asked, “How often do you 
donate money to any of charities, organizations, schools, or community projects?”  “I probably 
would have answered, „seldom‟,” said Angelica.  Jessie echoed that sentiment.  “We help our 
neighbors when they need money, and we give to our churches, but we don‟t necessarily donate 
when someone asks for money, like in the mail,” said Angelica.  Two of the women suggested 
asking that question in another way to include the “informal” giving of money.  Vera said, 
“When you don‟t have a lot of money, there are other ways to do things for people in the 
community.”  She stressed the obligation of helping one another as part of God‟s plan (personal 
communication, March 1, 2011). 
 The interviewed respondents oft repeated their view of the importance to see people 
every day.  “Friends and family are very important to us.  There is not a day go by when we 
don‟t see friends or family.  If they can‟t come over, we talk on the phone,” said Juana.  The 
ending comments were that staying close to one another is important for survival in and moral 
support of being in a new country and settling immediate family while still carrying concerns for 
the part of the family that is left behind in Mexico.  
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Chapter 5 - Discussion 
 Social Capital Theory 
The theory of social capital has been minimized to a catchy phrase and is often attached 
to the networks of social media.  The constructs of emotional supports, social benefits, adherence 
to social controls, trust, diverse networks, and network size all boil down to one thing: 
relationships.  Are the inter-personal relationships enjoyed by humans important?  The answer is, 
“Yes.”  It was found that it is better to possess diverse networks of close friends and associations 
in various circles of social society.  Whether building relationships was deliberate or not, those 
connections are reported to be beneficial to health and well-being because humans are “wired” to 
be social.  Imagine a widow who is suffering the effects of dementia.  She cannot remember to 
eat, bathe, or get up in the morning.  If she and her, now deceased, husband did not make social 
connections along the way to elder-hood, then she will likely remain isolated, and her health will 
fail possibly sooner than later.  If she was surrounded by friends, and possibly family, she would 
likely be “looked after”.  Her relationships could provide cognitive stimulation.  Someone, other 
than her own self, would be aware of her personal welfare.  Other benefits of being socially 
connected include the ability to use those alliances for improved job placement, political gain, 
collective actions for the good of the community, social and academic supports for children and 
families, and other tangible and non-tangible advantages.  This chapter explores the outcomes of 
the statistical analyses of the gathered data from Southwest County, Kansas. 
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 Explanation of Results 
The results of the statistical analyses to test the hypotheses that gender, age, 
race/ethnicity, education, income, and years lived in a community predicted levels of social 
capital had some expected and unexpected outcomes.   
 Gender 
The cross-tabulations with gender only showed a relationship to church attendance.  
Women were more likely to attend church than men.  That made sense in a community with high 
Hispanic population where women tended to take on the spiritual leadership of the family since 
the men were more likely to be in the workforce than women (Mendoza, personal 
communication March 24, 2011).  More women completed surveys, more women were single, 
and women live longer than men, all of which had a bearing on that outcome as well.  The 
strength of the gender/church attendance relationship was supported by the regression analysis 
that showed a moderate relationship (b = .41, p < .001).  The literature did point to women as 
having more bonding social capital.  That hypothesis was not supported since church attendance 
was considered a form of bridging social capital.  In that sense, women had strong bridging 
capital. Age had similar outcomes. 
 Age 
Age was not a predictor of bridging, bonding, trust, or church attendance in terms of 
relationships of chi-squared, Pearson‟s or Spearman‟s tests.  Regressions showed moderate 
strength and some linearity.  It was interesting to see that respondents in the 36-45 year range 
were more likely to donate and more likely to trust as revealed by percentages.  Regression 
analysis showed a trend toward significance of age range and DONATE3.  I was surprised that 
that people in the 36-45 age range reported higher social connections and community 
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engagement than those in the 46-55 age range.  I thought that most people in the former were 
deeply ensconced in family life with school-aged children with much of the disposable income 
going to family activities rather than donations.  If the qualitative interviews were any indication 
of what is important to families, perhaps donating to churches and schools would certainly fit 
young families‟ donating patterns.  Living in a rural area likely had some bearing on that 
outcome, too.  Donating patterns would likely look different in an urban setting because higher 
costs of living and increased access to expensive leisure time activities might take more of 
annual income than what a family may spend in the rural areas.  It made sense that giving 
tapered off as age increased as people became aware of what finances would be needed as 
retirement approaches.  Some people may be retiring early and fixing their limited incomes, 
decreasing what they can afford to donate to institutions.   
 Race/Ethnicity 
Race/ethnicity appeared to have the most occurring statistically significant relationships 
to each of the dependent variables: BRIDGECAP3, BONDCAP3, Trust, CHURCHR3, and 
DONATE3.  Chi-squared tests indicated support for the hypothesis with statistically significant 
outcomes.  The percentages showed that Hispanics had medium levels of bridging and bonding 
social connections, which partially supported the hypothesis.  Those constructs were measured 
by the amount of social connections and community engagement activities in which individuals 
participated.  Most of the social capital literature pointed to Hispanic and other minority 
populations as being deplete or low on such indicators of social capital.  There was also the 
danger of isolation from the benefits of being connected to people and groups with other ideas 
and resources.  That isolation could be detrimental to the growing populations in rural Kansas.  I 
understand that there are pockets of ethnicity in cities like New York and Chicago where ethnic 
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languages are spoken.  I think that probably could work in those cities, because there are 
community stores and other types of commerce nestled within.  Everyday survival would not be 
a great challenge.  However, in a rural setting, it would be imperative for the newcomers to learn 
the mainstream language and to adopt the local customs for the sake of not being the subject of 
discrimination. That did not appear to be the case in Southwest County.  Hispanics appeared to 
be more settled into their communities. There did not appear to be vast differences among Anglo 
and Hispanic respondents regarding bridging, bonding, trust, and donating.  The greatest 
difference in levels of bridging social capital was church attendance.  Hispanics were 53 % more 
likely to attend church than Anglos.  The regression analysis showed a trend toward significance 
and moderate strength in the relationship when race/ethnicity was tested with BONDCAP3.  The 
qualitative interviews certainly supported the idea that close friends and family are essential to 
survival to newly developing populations of immigrants since information about access to 
resources comes from those connections.  It is my belief that minorities who report low social 
connections and community engagement are not being asked culturally appropriate questions in 
surveys.  The survey instrument (written questionnaire) will have to be rewritten with fewer of 
Putnam‟s (2000b) questions and more questions that probe for the concepts of social capital, i.e. 
social connections and community involvement, in accessible language formats.   Interviews to 
follow up surveys or that precede written surveys will be an important part of social capital 
studies if the goal, truly, is to understand social connectedness and community involvement in 
minority populations.   
 Education 
I have great belief in the power of education.  Being the only one of the seven of my 
parent‟s children to have received education beyond an Associate‟s degree (to the eldest sibling), 
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I have personally experienced the sense of freedom and increased self-confidence that comes 
with education.  I believe that education is a critical ingredient in building one‟s social 
connections.  It instills global thinking, global empathy, and global action, which bridges one to 
wider ranges of ideas, resources and tangible or intangible personal benefits.  If humans are 
wired to socialize, then building relationships is only natural.  Am I social because I am an 
extrovert?  Or, am I an extrovert because I am social?  That is for another study and perhaps 
psychoanalysis.  In any case, the data from the Southwest County study showed that educational 
attainment was related to bridging and bonding social capital.  That supported the hypothesis.  
Interestingly, the percentages showed that people with some high school and some college were 
more likely to have social contacts and to be engaged in community activities than those with 
college and graduate degrees.  Much of the literature pointed to higher education as a robust 
predictor of high social capital.  Yes, I think that is true, because there is greater access to a 
wider range of resources.  People with college degrees sit on more boards of director, have more 
disposable income, join more clubs, and are more likely to keep up on current affairs.  While 
bridging social capital was correlated to higher educational attainment, the data supported people 
with lower education as having more social connections and being engaged in the community.  
Lower education is often correlated with lower income.  That would point to the idea that social 
capital is an asset of the poor.  The qualitative interviews certainly revealed that social 
connectedness was not necessarily correlated to education.  Four of the five women had either 
less than 8
th
 grade education (2) or a high school diploma (2).  Yet, they were all actively 
engaged in their communities.  Respondents with a high school degree or only some college were 
more likely to donate money than those with college or graduate degrees.  That did not support 
the predictions in the hypothesis.  
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 Income 
Income was an obvious predictor of donating money.  Chi-squared tests proved a 
relationship between income and BRIDGECAP3, TRUST, and DONATE3.  The regression 
analysis showed a strong relationship (b = .483, p <.001) and some linearity between income and 
donating.  Once again, the percentages told an interesting story.  Respondents with lower income 
($25,000 - $49,999) were more likely to donate to institutions than those with higher income 
($50,000 or more).  The percentages also showed that respondents with lower income had 
relatively high bonding and bridging social capital.  I agree with Woolcock (1998) that social 
capital is an asset for the poor.  The poor use their networks of connections to gain access to 
sources of survival.  There may be something to be learned from that.  The literature of poverty 
studies was supported.  People living in a culture of poverty were more likely to share their 
financial resources with those in similar situations than those living in middle or high income 
(Payne, 2001).  Of course, the downside to that bonding social capital is that it does not offer 
access to resources from outside the immediate circle of friends and family.   Interestingly, the 
only respondent from the qualitative interviews with a degree had the highest income.  
 Years Lived in the Community 
The length of years that respondents lived in Southwest County was related to donating 
money to institutions in chi-squared tests.  Regression analyses were not significant statistically. 
That could be seen in a variety of ways. Community longevity was related to age, which was 
connected to having worked in a job longer, having more money, and just having more alliances 
with the resources and wanting to offer financial support.  For the Hispanic population in 
Southwest County, it appeared that longevity was related to learning more of the customs, 
adapting to new resources of education, food, laws, and learning a new language.  However, 
77 
 
learning English can be difficult for adults for many reasons.  The further away one gets from 
puberty, the harder it is to adopt a new language.  The many shift workers in Southwest Kansas 
toil in mind-numbing, repetitious beef cutting all day or all night long, so sitting in classrooms 
learning new customs and new languages are great challenge for this population.  Luckily, the 
adult education programs in Oasis and Dems City offer classes early in the morning and in the 
evening to accommodate the shift-workers.  Carson in Edsel County is much less 
accommodating to this population, though Hispanics make up similar percentages to Dems City 
(Alaska County), and Oasis in Yennif County.   Admiringly, I understand that those classes 
continue to be filled to capacity in Dems City and Oasis. 
    Strengths and Limitations 
It was from my 11 years of experiences working with Hispanic immigrant populations in 
an adult education setting that kept telling me that the social capital literature, nearly always 
pointing to low social capital in minority groups, was in some ways not telling the whole story. I 
thought, somehow, some important data were missing.  A Kansas study was completed in 2007.  
It looked at social capital in a variety of communities including Garden City in Finney County, 
which borders Kearny County.  The study, in my opinion, left out half the population of Finney 
County with a sampling method that was limited by random dialing to land lines with only an 
English survey instrument.  With the study reaching only one percent (1 %) of Finney County‟s 
population, I felt there was more to be done, and Southwest County appeared to be a good place 
to start with research on a Mexican-born population in rural Kansas. The first strength of this 
study was that I reached an under-represented population in rural United States.  Very few 
studies have reached out to rural Hispanics with bilingual surveys.  The challenging nature of a 
bilingual survey proved to be an asset because it represented the “mainstream‟s” interest in the 
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Hispanic population.  In other words, if researchers go through the trouble of having survey 
instruments translated, then it must mean that we want to learn more about the Hispanic 
population.   I was thanked, by the five women who participated in the focus groups, for being 
interested enough to tell “their” story.  That may have been part of the reason I was trusted 
enough to proceed with the interviews.  I think my research was a step toward the right direction 
in learning more about Mexican immigrants. 
One thing that researchers agreed upon was that social capital can be difficult to measure 
in terms of reliability and validity.  Typically, proxy measures have been used as indicators of 
social connectedness and community engagement. The measurement challenge was to identify a 
contextually relevant indicator of social capital and to establish empirical correlations with 
relevant benefit indicators (Grootaert & Bastelaer, 2001; Putnam, 2000a).   Caution was given 
when studying racially ethnic groups who may have different priorities.  There is a tendency for 
culturally-dominant groups to judge sub-populations with the dominants‟ values (Hero, 2007; 
Kao, 2004).  It was important to use research tools that reflected the language(s), sentence 
syntax, and vocabulary of the group(s) to be studied (Hero, 2007).   I had borrowed measures 
from the 2007 study completed in Kansas (Easterling et al., 2007) which borrowed measures 
from Robert Putnam‟s 2000 (b) research, the Social Capital Community Benchmark Survey.  
The independent variables were based on demographic factors: age, gender, race/ethnicity, 
education, income, and years lived in a community.  The dependent variables, also used by 
Easterling et al. (2007), came from a scale created by Putnam (2000b). They were called social 
capital dimensions: social supports, social interactions, bridging social capital (general trust of 
people), all which measure social connectedness.  The social capital dimensions that measured 
for levels of community engagement were involvement with community organizations (secular), 
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involvement with faith based organizations, participation in organized activities, and 
giving/volunteering.  Borrowing from Putnam (2000b) and the Johns Hopkins/Wake Forest 
(2007) studies gave me an expert foundation for designing the survey instrument.  In part, I took 
up where the Hopkins/Wake Forest study left off.  However, I tried to ask questions that would 
be more appropriate to an immigrant Hispanic population.  Not being confident enough to throw 
out more of the questions from the “expert” Putman (2000b) may have limited me in that I still 
had too much bias in the survey instrument.  I may have missed some important data by not 
being more aware of how to ask questions of people who are not used to questionnaires and how 
to include answer choices that probe for information outside the mainstream.   Also, I would 
have made more of a presence in Nickel and Oldfield, via more newspaper articles (I had only 
done one story in a local newspaper), and perhaps some community meetings to introduce the 
project.    I believe my Putnam-influenced questions may have had some bias since they included 
questions that were more apropos to an Anglo majority as opposed to a Hispanic minority.  I 
worked on the survey instrument so that it did not miss the mainstream but included ideas and 
language to reach other cultures, and ethnicities.  Perhaps that is why Garden City, with its 51% 
minority population, did not compare well to a homogenous community like Abilene in the 
Johns Hopkins/Wake Forest study.  An Anglo populace would likely have had more experience 
with completing surveys, talking to researchers on a telephone, and being listed in a telephone 
book because of having telephone land lines as opposed to only having only cell phones.   
My Southwest County study taught me many lessons on reaching under-represented 
populations.  Of course gaining trust of those whom I would study is of utmost importance, as 
any anthropologist would say.  Of course, I would continue to be a quantitative researcher, 
because I think the numbers communicate to a wider audience.  I would likely increase the 
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qualitative aspect of the research since face to face contact appeared to be more comfortable for 
the minority audience.  Luckily, I had the chance to make those changes.  I was asked to perform 
a study, similar to the one in Southwest County, for Garden City, Kansas.  That study is in 
progress.  It was funded by a three local foundations.  The questionnaires and focus groups are 
being offered in English, Spanish, Karen, pronounced, Cah-wren, (Burmese language), and 
Somali.   Why are studies like these important? 
 Implications for Practice and Research 
Hero (2007) partially echoed Bourdieu in that he believed that current social capital 
studies do not reflect well on minorities since they appeared consistently to show poor outcomes.  
He added that if researchers studied social connections and civic engagement more appropriate 
to Latino immigrant cultures (close families, close friends, religiosity, and community 
involvement, like volunteering in the schools), we would have a more accurate picture of 
Hispanic social capital. “This inadequacy of surveys with respect to racial/ethnic group 
populations, constrains a full examination of racial civic equality”, said Hero (2007, p. 83).   He 
suggested that adaptation of surveys to reflect non-biased questions would be a good beginning 
in addressing a “racial diversity” thesis (p. 48).When humans come to understand one another, it 
breaks down barriers and builds trust.  In my work with minority populations, I am reminded of 
the small child afraid of the “monster” hiding under the bed or in the closet.  Once light is shed 
under the bed or in the closet, the child‟s fear subsides because she sees no evidence of the 
“monster”.   Human nature tends to tells us to be afraid of what we do not know.  We are afraid 
of people who are not like us, because we do not know them.  By reporting that Garden City, as a 
community, had reported low social capital, The Johns Hopkins/Wake Forest study in Garden 
City, Kansas reinforced what many expected.  “Mexicans and other minorities are ruining our 
81 
 
community.”  I have actually read such nonsense in the local newspaper.  As researchers 
studying humans in their environments, perhaps we are obligated to go into the targeted 
communities to spend time with our subjects.  We certainly would be able to learn more.  I surely 
found that what mainstream literature calls social capital (social interactions, and community 
engagement) did look different in a Hispanic community especially if new immigrants were 
involved.  If policy makers and politicians who are making a lot of fuss about purging the United 
States of its immigrant populations could actually see, for the most part, that these humans only 
want better lives for their families, and they really do want to do the right thing, perhaps a way 
could be found to “fix” immigration policies that would expedite cultural assimilation for these 
families.  Perhaps adult education classes could be expanded.  The classes do not have to be free.  
The students would pay for the classes.  From my observation, most Mexican immigrants want 
to be part of the mainstream.  There are lots of barriers to cultural, financial, educational, and 
societal successes.  One of those barriers is the misunderstanding of what we do not know about 
one another.   As understanding increases, perhaps policy-makers will be able to make better 
informed decisions about immigration rules rather than making fear-based, reactive decisions 
that become laws.  About 95% of any Mexican immigrant with whom I have had any association 
in the past 30 years of living in Southwest Kansas has led me to believe that the population adds 
cultural and economic value to our society.  These communities are growing, and I would rather 
be part of the solution than part of the problem by finding ways to build communities that foster 
and support multi-culturalism. 
 Conclusion 
With the expanding Hispanic populations in rural communities across the U.S., this body 
of work will add to the family life education literature as an important beginning to studies in 
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rural communities experiencing growth in Hispanic populations.  Hispanic people will continue 
to migrate to rural communities because of opportunities for low-skilled jobs.  Meatpacking 
plants have purposely located near rural America because it puts them closer to the sources 
(feedlots), and decreases costs (Stull & Broadway, 2004).  I think this work could shed some 
light on how these new populations acquire and use their social connections.  Also, I hope to be 
able to offer insights to Extension educators, sociologists, teachers, home-visitors, and future 
researchers on how to work with Hispanic populations to find ways toward understanding of how 
families form social connections and become involved in community.  I am especially interested 
in building educational programs to help the Cooperative Extension system.  From my 
observation, there is great need for creating networks of tolerance, understanding, and recruiting 
of Hispanic and other people of color into a system that is traditionally White and middleclass.  
Who knows what insight that could bring?  I hope my research puts a human face on families 
who are confronted with discrimination and marginalization because they are different.  They 
have come and are coming to the United States looking for a better way of life.  They are looking 
for the American dream.   
Additionally, in heterogeneous communities in rural Kansas, and other such places with 
increasing Latino immigrants, there need to be champions who will build trusting relationships 
with minorities and who will foster leaders inside those communities.  Many community leaders 
say there is a lack of organizers/leaders who emerge in the minority communities.  A common 
phrase I hear when promoting inclusion of rural Kansas immigrants in the life of the community 
is, “We‟ve tried to include them, but they just don‟t want to be involved.”  I usually follow up 
with the question, “How have you „tried‟ to involve them?”  I am told notes are sent home with 
students.  There is uncertainty that parents receive the notes in the first place.  The notes are 
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usually written in English. The activities happen in places unfamiliar to the families, and there 
appears to be a divide between community organizers of activities and the under-served 
populations.  As I learned in the interviews for this study, families often do not feel welcomed 
when they do attend school or community functions.  I have witnessed uncertainty on both sides.  
The mainstream community does not know what to say to the minority community.  No common 
ground is established.  As is the case in Southwest County, Hispanics apparently felt inadequate 
in communicating with the Anglo population, so they (Hispanics) stand off to the side with 
feelings of inferiority and at the risk of being labeled, “disinterested.”  The bottom line is that 
both the Anglo and minority populations are unsure of how to approach one another and 
relationships do not get built.  That impedes understanding, assimilation, tolerance, and 
emotional growth for both populations.  Once again, we must be deliberate and active in finding 
the champions who have built or will build trust with our rural minority groups.  Use those 
champions as bridges into those minority communities. They can help to foster new leadership, 
and the new leaders will pave the way for other leaders.  That is a step toward wider social 
connectedness and community engagement for more of a community‟s residents (I am not 
referring to legal status with the use of the word, „resident‟).   
Finally, I would like to see more references to social connectedness and community 
engagement when discussing social capital.  The term social capital can be vague, and I have 
heard it used in contexts that have nothing to do with a person‟s societal connections, family and 
social relationships, and levels of community involvement.  In an age of increased technology, 
there tends to be more social isolation.  Face-to-face contact makes us richer as humans because 
our friends and associations offer emotional and social supports that cannot come from a non-
human thing.  I have been in meetings where I have heard people referring to their social capital 
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when telling about the number of “friends” they have in their social media circles. I am not sure I 
would call it social capital unless those “friends” can be called upon for moving into a new 
home, bringing chicken soup during an illness, having face-to-face contact, or coming to your 
funeral.  The famous baseball player, Yogi Berra, said, “If you don‟t go to somebody‟s funeral, 
they won‟t come to yours.”  Sure, the literal translation does not make sense, but the idea is 
evident.  Berra was referring to reciprocation.  Reciprocation helps to build trust.  Trust builds 
cohesion.  Cohesion contributes to collective action for the good of the community.  Cohesive 
communities are the best places to live and raise families.  In the end, it is all about relationships. 
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Appendix A – Survey Instrument 
1. What is your home zip code?   ________________ 
(5 digits only) 
 
2. Please write in how many persons (adults and children) live in your household/home/apartment? 
 
   ___________________ 
 
3. Do you have children, between 6 and 18, in school? 
 If “yes”, please write in ages 
□   Yes 
□   No 
□   Age(s) _____________________ 
 
4. If you answered, “yes”, what would you say is their level of school performance? 
□   Above average (A and B grades) 
□   Average (C grades) 
□   Failing  (D and F grades) 
□   Not applicable (answered “no” in question 4) 
 
5.  Do you have children living at home who are not in school?  If “yes” please write in exact age(s). 
□   Yes 
□   No 
□   Age(s) _________________ 
 
6.  Is English your first language? 
□   Yes 
□   No 
 
7. If you answered “no”, what is your first Language? 
□   Spanish 
□   German 
□   An Asian Language 
□   Other ___________________ 
 
8.    What is your exact age in years? _______________ 
 
9.    What is your gender? 
□   Male 
□   Female 
10.   How many years have you lived in this community? 
□   Less than 12 months 
□   One (1) year to almost five (5) years 
□   Five (5) years or more 
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11.   What is your marital status? 
□   Single 
□   Married or living with partner 
□   Widowed 
□   Divorced/separated 
□   Never Married 
 
12.     What is your race/ethnicity? 
□   White (non-Hispanic) 
□   Hispanic/Latino(a) 
□   Black _____________ 
□   Asian _____________ 
□   Other _____________ 
 
13. What is your current level of education? 
□   Less than eighth grade 
□   Some high school 
□   High school diploma (including GED) 
□   Some college or technical school 
□   College degree 
□   Some graduate study 
□   A graduate degree (Master‟s or PhD) 
 
14. What is your current level of annual household income before taxes? 
□   Less than $12,000  
□   $12,000 to $24,999 
□   $25,000 to $49,999 
□   $50,000 or more 
 
15. Do you have close friends or people with whom you can confide?   
□   None 
□   One to five 
□   More than five 
 
16. In a typical day, how many family members, who do not live with you, do you meet in person outside of 
your home/household/apartment? 
□   None 
□   One (1) to five (5) 
□   Six (6) to fifteen (15) 
□   More than fifteen (15) 
 
17. How often in the past year have you either had friends to your home or gone to others’ homes for 
activities? 
□   None 
□   One (1) to five (5) 
□   Six (6) to fifteen (15) 
□   More than fifteen (15) 
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18. How often in the past year have you spent time with  
your friends at a park, store, restaurants, or other 
public places? 
□   None 
□   One to five 
□   Six to fifteen 
□   More than fifteen 
 
19. Do you feel that most people can be trusted? 
□   Never 
□   Sometimes 
□   Almost Always 
 
20. Do you trust people from different racial backgrounds? 
□   Never 
□   Sometimes 
□   Almost Always 
 
21. How many of your friends are of different racial backgrounds from yours? 
□   None 
□   One to five 
□   Six to fifteen 
□   More than fifteen 
 
22. Do you have personal friends who work in different jobs than yours?  (Check all that apply, or write in.) 
□   Business owner 
□   Doctor 
□   Manual Laborer 
□   Other _______________________________ 
 
23. In how many civic organizations or social clubs do you participate? 
□   None 
□   One 
□   Two 
□   Three or more 
 
24. Do you participate in any of the following community activities?  (Please check all that apply to you)  
□   Sport or recreation organizations 
□   Art or music organizations/activities 
□   Political parties 
□   Professional Organizations 
□   Other __________________ 
 
25. Do you attend  a church? 
□   Yes 
□   No 
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26. Do you attend any of the following (Please check all that apply to you)? 
□   Parades or other community celebrations 
□   Local sports events 
□   County Fair or rodeos 
□   School Programs 
□   Other ___________________ 
 
27. Do you volunteer at one of the following places (Please check all that apply to you)? 
□   Church 
□   School 
□   Community Organization 
□   Other_________________ 
 
28.  How often do you donate money to any charities, organizations, schools, or community projects? 
□   Seldom 
□   Sometimes 
□   Often 
□   No - I cannot afford it 
□   No - I do not wish to do so 
 
29. Do your trust law enforcement officials in your community? 
□   Yes 
□   No 
□   If “no”, why? ____________________ 
 
 
Please return the enclosed post card if you would like to 
speak to us further about what you see as supports or barriers in 
your community, or if you would like a copy of the results of 
our study. 
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Appendix B – Interviews Transcripts 
 
Interviews – March 1, 2011 
Q16 – A lot more than once a day if you look at other activities 
Martha – church is very important.  We interact with a lot of people at funerals, weddings 
and other places.  Perhaps we see around 200 people in a month‟s time. 
Jesse – I am self-employed, so I see a lot of people when I‟m out selling my products. I 
am very active at church.  Also since I‟ve been in my nutrition program and have graduated, I 
come back to help with the new [adult] students.  I like to help recruit new women to the 
program because it gives us a chance to better ourselves, interact socially, and show other people 
how to better themselves.  I was a hairdresser in my country, so I gained my love of socializing 
then. 
Martha – I used to belong to the migrant program, but I no longer qualify, so the nutrition 
program teaches me new things, and I get to see other people in classes.  We are very fortunate 
to have access to education, because in our country, we‟d never get these opportunities.  
Q17 – All: Everything is an excuse to get together.   We celebrate when we get a 
paycheck. 
Q18 – Parent teacher conferences 
 Q19: (Before the ladies were to answer this question, I had to assure them that whatever 
they told me was in the strictest confidence.) 
Martha told about an incident of misunderstanding and led to her son being banned from 
the gas station/convenience store.  “We went to get gas with a friend, and the friend‟s child had a 
toy gun.  My son happened to be sitting next to it, so the lady said my son, „You know I can have 
you arrested for having that gun and you can go to jail.‟  The child told the woman that it was not 
his gun.  She said, „Don‟t talk back to me.‟  Martha‟s son asked the woman if she was 
discriminating against him, and she (gas station woman) became quite angry and called the 
police.  In the end, Martha and her child were banned from the gas station/convenience store.  “I 
don‟t know why she acted that way.” 
Jesse – I haven‟t had a bad experience myself, but I do see other people being mistreated 
because they don‟t know the language, and they don‟t always know the rules.  We are not here to 
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make like bad for Americans.  We just want to work, make a living for our families, and have 
our children get an education. 
Vera – I think every race has its good people and bad people.  We meet a lot of bad 
people when we are migrating to this country.  There are a lot dangers in the trip. 
Question:  Why risk the danger of the trip? 
Vera – There is extreme poverty.  There are not opportunities for education, and the 
government is so very corrupt.   
Jesse – I came for love.  Me and my husband have been here more than 15 years, and we 
love it.  It is much better than our country. 
Martha – I love it here, but we try not to be too involved in the community, because there 
is a fear of push-back because my language is not good.  The teachers at the school intimidate 
me.  I think Anglo people think we don‟t care about our children‟s education because we don‟t 
do a lot at school.  We don‟t always understand the directions when we are at the schools, so we 
stand to the side so that we don‟t do things wrong.   My English is not that good, and sometime 
the people don‟t try to understand me, so I stay quiet.   
Jesse – We hear about activities at the schools, so we go to them.  We often arrive late, 
because we don‟t know what time the activities begin.  The information is in English from the 
schools.  We are trying, but it‟s hard to learn a new language. 
Community Involvement –  
Vera – We are interested in taking our children to activities.  Mostly we have to go to 
Oasis for activities because there are more things to do for Hispanic people.  We don‟t buy the 
newspaper, because it‟s only in English. 
Vera – We are glad to Bertha and her classes.  We know about the extension office here 
in town, but they don‟t promote anything in Spanish.  4-H does not include any programs for 
Hispanics.  We understand that it‟s for the whole family, but we would be lost at the meetings.   
Jesse – We are interested in using extension, but it‟s only for white people.  We are 
farmers, so we‟d like to have our children be in 4-H for the animals.  We feel somewhat 
excluded.  I do go to 4-H with my child, because it‟s important, but I feel out of place because 
the other parents don‟t talk to me. 
Martha – We get our information from one another.  If we do buy a newspaper, our 
children help us read it.  We also depend on Bertha for information about our community. We 
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were interested in joining Walk Kansas, but it was only in English, so we learned about it later 
last year, but this year Bertha told us about it. 
Q28  
Vera – If you ask us about donating to those places [on the survey], we would say, “no”.  
We can‟t always afford to give money.  We will give money to a family who is struggling, but 
we may not give formal donations, so we do volunteer our time. 
Jesse- I like to volunteer at the school by walking children to school for the moms who 
have to stay in or who work.  We also help at recess.  Mainly we want to watch our children to 
make sure they are safe.   
Martha – For example, when there was a family in Homer who had a disaster, we all got 
together to take food, clothing, and money.  We don‟t give that often to big organizations. 
Rosa – walking our children to school is very important.  Even when they think they‟re 
too old for it.   Sorry about not answering these questions on your paper.  We‟re not used to 
completing surveys, because they don‟t fit us sometimes.  
Jesse – It seems we are stereotyped – People think we always want things for free. 
Q29 
Martha – “Aye!” I don‟t trust them very much.   They have never treated me nice. 
Jesse – I trust the people I know.  I think people don‟t trust us.   
Martha – I may be a little scared of people, but I trust them until they give me a reason 
not to trust. 
Jesse- Some people you can trust, and some you cannot trust. 
  End of focus group. 
NOTE* We are in the home of Angelica, and she is visited by her friend, Juana.  
Angelica‟s husband is home for lunch.  We are invited to eat a lovely meal of omelettes, 
quesadillas, and fruit.  Angelica is a high school grad.  Juana has a college degree from Mexico.  
She sells cosmetics.  Juana is bilingual. 
We begin with Q15 since the demographics were completed on the survey. 
Angelica – I have more than 5 friends who I confide in.  I also am very close with my 
sisters.  One lives in Yennif County. 
Juana – Of course I have more than five.  It‟s hard for me to be here with most of my 
family still in Mexico, so I‟ve made lots of friends here.   
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Q16 
Juana - If they don‟t come see me I go see them.  Weekends are very social for us.  That‟s 
how we‟ve made it so long here [more than 25 years].  I also have a sister in Yennif County.  It‟s 
a good thing it‟s not too far.  We go back and forth a lot. 
Angelica – I talk to at least one of my family members on the phone every day.  They 
don‟t live in town.  One lives in Texas, and one lives in California.  We talk every day so that we 
don‟t lose contact.  We don‟t get to see each other that often so we stay connected by phone. 
Q17 and Q18 
Juana – We are very social, so we make sure to have busy weekends with family and 
friends.  Mostly I am at home, but I sell cosmetics, so I see a lot of people.  You met my friend 
earlier [Vera] who got me into selling the cosmetics.   
Angelica- I like to talk to people.  I am a little shy, but I know it‟s important for my 
daughter to see me talking to people so that she is not shy. 
Q19 
Angelica – Sometimes I feel like I can trust people.  When I make a trip with friends, I 
think people are looking at us with mistrust, so I think that I cannot trust them.  Sometimes I feel 
like  I‟m not welcome.  When I don‟t know people, I am more careful. It‟s always best to get to 
know people, but that‟s hard, too.  For me it‟s being in a new country.  I suppose I trust people 
more in my own country, because we‟re all the same.  I heard lots of stories before I came to this 
country.  But I also heard it‟s a better place to live, so we came. 
Juana – I almost always trust people.  Language is a barrier.  I think that makes people 
not trust us, so we become untrusting, too.  Before I learned English, it was very hard to know 
what people were saying.  Now I‟m much more confidence, and I suppose more trusting than 
before.   Before I knew English, I was afraid to speak, because I didn‟t want to make mistakes.  
Children learn English so easily. My daughter made fun of me.  I was saying that her new shoes 
were “awesome.”  She laughed, and said, “Mom, don‟t say that anymore!”  I said, “What‟s 
wrong?”  She said, it comes out, “ass-some.”  “That‟s wrong!”  I can‟t hear the difference 
between „awesome‟ and „ass-some‟.  
Angelica – when you speak with an accent, it is hard, because we can say the wrong 
thing.  I cannot hear the differences, either. 
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Juana – I think most people understand my accent.  I‟ve been speaking English for about 
14 years. 
Q22 
Angelica – Maybe two: teacher and business owner. 
Juana – About four: Three teachers and our priest.  
Q 23 , Q24, and Q26 
Angelica – I help with CCP [catholic lessons for youth].  I take our daughter to ballet.  I 
am involved with EFNEP.  I graduated, but I like to volunteer.  Both my husband and I attend 
parent teacher conference.  We always go to any community celebrations.  We really like the 
fair.  We hope our children can be in 4-H one day. 
Juana – We are in 4-H, girl scouts.  I go to recreation 3 times a week.  I like Zumba.  CCP 
at church.  I volunteer at EFNEP.  We go to parent teacher conference.  We also like parades and 
county fairs.  Last year we walked our children in the parade.   It‟s easy to be involved when you 
live in a small town.  Everything looks big in a small town. 
Q25  
Angelica – Church is very important.  Most of my volunteer time goes to the church for 
teaching classes, bible study, and prayer meetings. 
Juana – Same for me.  We know that the church is the best place for us – not only to 
worship but to stay in touch with the community.  Of course we want to raise our children to love 
Jesus, too. 
Q27 and Q28 
Juana – I am on the site council at the school.  We are very involved at the school.  I 
donate by buying whatever the children bring home to sell for school fundraisers.   I buy the stuff 
whether we need it or not.  I give money to the church, too. 
Angelica – I volunteer at the church.   I help families when they are new to town or are 
struggling to live.  Sometimes, I help with moms who need to go look for work.  I will take care 
of the children.  I give money to the church.  That‟s very important. 
Juana - Supporting the school by buying the fundraiser items shows my children that we 
know school is important. 
Q29 
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Juana – I‟m afraid of the police because I don‟t know them.  I am very careful not to be 
involved with them because I would never know what to do in court.  It‟s not hard to stay away 
from the police.  We have children, and we live honest lives.   In Mexico I understand the laws.  
I‟m not always sure about the laws here. 
Angelica – I agree with Juana. 
Final question – Why did you come to the United States? 
Juana – I wanted to learn English, and I fell in love and got married.  I found my husband 
here.  I grew up in a big city in Chihuahua, Mexico.  A lot of people here come from my state.  I 
lived with my parents until I was 28, which is common for unmarried women.  I was educated, 
and I had a good job, but I wanted to learn English.  It‟s easier to get into the U.S. when you 
have a degree, so I came to learn English, and then met my husband.  
Angelica – I came hiding in a motor home with another family.  It was very frightening, 
but we have a better life here.  There is much poverty and the government is corrupt in my 
country [Mexico].  We heard that other people came without problems, and I have siblings here.  
We wanted to improve our lives, and there are more opportunities.   
Juana – My life here is very different.  U.S. Americans don‟t go outside with their 
children.  We like to be outside.  We share with each other.  We play with our neighbors.  They 
[U.S. Americans] want to be entertained.  We are very family oriented, and when we get together 
we may be loud.  Also, we believe in walking our children to school.  Schools are better here.  
Higher education is prestigious in the US.  I my country [Mexico] schools are almost free. Daily 
expense was hard to cover if you worked for minimum wage. If you live on a ranchito [small 
farms in remote areas], it‟s hard to get transportation to school, so many of us live with our 
parents while we attend university.  I have 7 siblings, and 7 out of 8 received college degrees.  
My parent had a good income, and I was very privileged. 
Angelica – I only went to middle school, because my family did not have a lot of money.  
I went to work at age 14.  I want my children to have the opportunities that I did not have, so we 
risked the dangerous to come here.  
Juana and Angelica – We have a better life here in US.  We want good lives for our 
children.  
 
